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Foreword 


Russo-American relations are older than the United States. 
Russian and American scientists had been in touch with each 
other since the middle of the eighteenth century: official con- 
tacts between the American Philosophical Society in Philadel- 
phia and the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg had been 
established in the early 1770's. American merchants made their 
way to Russia by 1763. 

When the American Revolution erupted, the English govern- 
ment solicited Russian help. It was after Catherine the Great 
refused to provide George III with Russian troops that Hessian 
soldiers were recruited. Russia proclaimed her armed neutrality 
in the war and cautiously counseled Britain to make peace with 
the colonists and to recognize their independence. 

The present book details the early diplomatic, cultural, and 
economic relations between Russia and America on the basis 
of unpublished archival material. It focusses on Russian policy 
toward the struggling nation and on the impact of the American 
revolution on Russian thinking. At the same time it offers a new 
perspective for our perception of events in America by relating 
how they looked through Russian eyes. 

The author, Dr. Nikolai Nikolaevich Bolkhovitinov, a distin- 
guished Soviet historian, has written many books on the United 
States and on international relations, including Doktrina Monro 
(The Monroe Doctrine, 1959), Stanovlenie russko-amerikan- 
skikh otnoshenii 1775-1815 (Origins of Russo-American Rela- 
tions 1775-1815, 1966), and Russko-amerikanskie otnosheniia 
1815-1832 (Russo-American relations 1815-1832, 1975). He 
is one of the compilers and editors of the multi-volume series 
Vneshniaia politika Rossii XLX- nachala XX veka (Foreign policy 
of Russia of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century, 
1960- Jand a member of the editorial boards of the journal 
Novaia i noveishaia istoriia (Modern and contemporary his- 
tory) and of the annual Amerikanskii ezhegodnik (American 
yearbook). Since 1958 Dr. Bolkhovitinov has worked at the In- 
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stitute of History (renamed in 1968 the Institute of General 
History) of the Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R. At the 
same time he has lectured and directed theses in the history of 
the United States at Moscow State University (1967-1974), the 
University of Simferopol (1974-1975) and other educational 
institutions. 

Bolkhovitinov’s above-mentioned work on the origins of 
Russo-American relations is to be published by the Harvard 
University Press this year. Written as his doctoral dissertation, it 
was researched in the late 1950's and early 1960's. The pres- 
ent work incorporates some of the material published in that 
book and in other works of the author as a stepping stone for 
new thoughts and investigations. Russia and the American 
Revolution zooms in on a briefer span of history than the earlier 
volume. It analyzes Russian policy in detail and reproduces in 
the appendix the unpublished correspondence of Russian dip- 
lomats about the American War of Independence. It is the 
product of additional research by Bolkhovitinov in American as 
well as in Soviet archives and takes into account the various 
studies published since 1966 in the Soviet Union, the United 
States, and Western Europe on the attitude of Russia toward 
the American Revolution and the founding of the United States. 

The translation of the present book was made from the origi- 
nal manuscript provided by the Novosti Press Agency Publish- 
ing House, Moscow, through the Information Department of 
the Embassy of the U.S.S.R., and updated through personal 
correspondence with the author. At Dr. Bolkhovitinov's sugges- 
tion chapters on John Ledyard’s journey to Siberia and on 
John Paul Jones in Russia were deleted to minimize the repeti- 
tion of facts related in his book on the origins of Russo-American 
relations. The illustrations were also obtained from the Novosti 
Press Agency Publishing House. 

Dr. C. Jay Smith, who has rendered the work into English. is 
professor of history at the Florida State University in Tallahas- 
see. Among his own books are The Russian Struggle for Power 
1914-1917 and Finland and the Russian Revolution 1917- 
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1922. He was thus in a position to clarify the text for the Ameri- 
can reader by a number of explanatory notes, mostly of a bio- 


graphical nature. 
George Alexander Lensen 


Tallahassee, January 1976. 
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Introduction 


Two centuries ago, in the flames of a revolutionary war for 
independence, a new state was born—the United States of 
America. The Americans proclaimed their independence offi- 
cially on July 4, 1776, but in a certain sense this was already 
only a formality, or, more exactly, the logical culmination of a 
process. Since April 1775, they had been upholding their free- 
dom and independence with arms in hand, struggling with the 
troops of the British King, George Ill. 

Precisely in North America, in the words of Karl Marx, was 
proclaimed the first Declaration of the Rights of Man, and “the 
first impulse to the European revolution of the 18th century 
was given.”! Vladimir Ilyich Lenin also gave a high evaluation 
to the struggle of the American people against England, nam- 
ing it “one of those great, truly liberating, truly revolutionary 
wars, of which there were so few amidst the overwhelming mass 
of wars of conquest.”2 

An enormous, indeed immeasurable, range of documentary 
publications and a still greater number gf various historical 
works, hundreds and thousands of monographs and research 
articles have been devoted to the American revolution of the 
18th century, not to mention countless popular publications, 
the biographies of the “Founding Fathers,” the textbooks, the 
anthologies, etc.3 

The international aspect of the American War for Indepen- 
dence and the policy of the principal European Powers, and in 
the first place, the position of France, have been subjected to 
detailed investigation. In this connection, it is enough to name 
the well-known works of Samuel F. Bemis and also the mono- 
graph of Richard B. Morris on the conclusion of the Treaty of 
Paris of 1783, based on the study of the archival materials of 
almost all the principal European capitals from Madrid to Stock- 
holm, and also on extensive American documentation. The 
only thing that did not seem to be at the disposal of R. B. Morris 
was the documents of the Russian archives, which, of course, 
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could not fail to be reflected in the contents of those pages of 
the book where there is discussion of the policy of the Peters- 
burg Court.4 

The works of Academician Ye. V. Tarle (in particular his un- 
published manuscript about the foreign policy of Catherine Ill), 
of Academician A. L. Narochnitsky, and of Corresponding 
Member of the Academy of Sciences of the US.SR. A. V. 
Yefimov, have great significance for the study of the history 
of international relations in the foreign policy of the Russia of 
the 18th and early 19th centuries. In the pages of The History 
of Diplomacy and in Sketches on the History of the U.S.A, 
A. V. Yefimov reviewed, from a Marxist position, a number of 
the most important problems of the foreign policy of the young 
American Republic, and also demonstrated the significance of 
Russia’s position in the years, difficult ones for the U.S.A., of 
the struggle for national independence.> However, a detailed 
investigation of Russia’s position in the period of the American 
War for Independence has been greatly hampered as a result 
of the absence of an appropriate documentary base. To a wide 
circle of specialists, the basic Russian diplomatic correspon- 
dence of the end of the 1770's and the beginning of the 1780's 
has remained little known. The publication of the political 
correspondence of Catherine II was carried out only to the end 
of 1777. The papers of the French, English, Austrian, and 
Prussian Ministers in St. Petersburg appeared still earlier in 
scattered publications, and a valuable collection of Russian 
documents on the history of the proclamation of armed neu- 
trality’ was transformed recently already into a unique biblio- 
graphic rarity, to find which, even in the central Soviet libraries, 
turned out to be surprisingly difficult. 

As a result, even professional historians, not to mention the 
general public, knew little about the concrete actions of the 
Tsarist Government and its attitude towards the rebelling colo- 
nists. It was well known, of course, that in the fall of 1775, 
Catherine II refused to grant the request of the English king 
concerning the despatch of a corps of 20,000 Russian soldiers 
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to America, and on February 27/March 9, 1780, issued a dec- 
laration of armed neutrality. From the other side, recently al- 
ready documentary materials have been published, and also 
some monographs, on the mission of the American Francis 
Dana, who, over the course of two years (1781-1783), unsuc- 
cessfully sought in St. Petersburg official recognition of the 
United States.8 

To find a satisfactory explanation of the position of the Tsarist 
Government in this question turned out to be not so simple, and 
in general almost nothing reliable was known about the attitude 
of Russian society toward the American Revolution, the par- 
ticipation of emigrants from Russia in the War for Indepen- 
dence, and the commercial contacts of both countries, except 
for some works in the field of literary history about A. N. Radish- 
chev, N. N. Novikov, and F. V. Karzhanin. (Research of Aca- 
demician M. P. Alekseyev, Ye. M. Dvoychenko-Markova, G. P. 
Makogonenko, A. I. Startsev, and others.)? 

Precisely this situation served as the reason for our carrying 
out at the end of the 1950’s and the beginning of the 1960's 
a systematic inspection of the central Soviet archives for the 
purpose of bringing to light the documents relating to Russia’s 
position in the period of the American War for Independence, 
and also a study of the newspapers, journals, and books of the 
18th century in which American subjects were touched. On the 
basis of these materials, separate articles were written, and also 
appropriate chapters of a doctoral dissertation which was pub- 
lished in 1966 in the form of a monoagraph.?° It soon became 
apparent, however, that this work serves more as a point of 
departure and stimulus for new investigations than as some sort 
of final or culminative stage in the study of Russia’s position 
during the American revolution of the 18th century. 

A series of special investigations has appeared in the course 
of the last ten years in the Soviet Union, in the U.S.A., and in 
the countries of Western Europe, in which many important 
problems connected with the attitude of Russia toward the War 
for Independence in North America and the formation of the 
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United States were reviewed. Among their number one may 
name the works of Yu. Ya. Gerchuk, M. N. Nikolskaya, B. I. 
Rabinovich, A. I. Startsev (U.S.S.R), and also R. B. Monis, 
D. Griffiths, N. S. Saul (U.S.A.), D. Boden (F.R.G.), P. Dukes 
(Great Britain), A. Rasch (Denmark), and others. Although the 
professional level, methodology, and scientific significance of 
these works is far from uniform (about which we must still 
make mention in the appropriate subdivisions), as a whole they 
extend and deepen substantially understanding of many im- 
portant aspects of Russo-American relations of the 18th century. 

All these circumstances, and also supplementary work in the 
Soviet and American archives, have forced us to return to a re- 
view of the whole complex of problems connected with the po- 
sition of Russia in the period of the American Revolution, and 
to prepare a special monographic investigation of this theme. 
Of course, we could not avoid some repetition of facts and ma- 
terials already well known and in the first place, of the text of 
the 1966 monograph mentioned above. However, basically the 
present book is an original investigation, and a summary of 
the previous works of the author. An attempt is made in it to 
offer a complete and many-sided presentation, both about the 
position of Tsarist diplomacy in the period of the American 
War for Independence, and also about the attitude of Russian 
society towards events in America. The mercantile, scientific, 
and cultural ties in the 1760's, 1770’s, and 1780's, the par- 
ticipation of Russian emigrants in the events in North America, 
and also the arrival of the Americans in Russia, are, moreover, 
studied in detail. 

Varied published sources have been widely used in the pres- 
ent work — official documents; diplomatic correspondence; rec- 
ords of the Continental Congress; essays; correspondence, the 
diaries and memoirs of political leaders, students, literary fig- 
ures; the works of travellers and of contemporaries who studied 
events; the press; statistics—as well as numerous works of So- 
viet, American, and West European authors. But the primary 
base for the investigation was formed by the very rich and in 
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many instances unknown or insufficiently studied archival ma- 
terials. In the front rank thereof are the documents of the 
Archive of the Foreign Policy of Russia, of the Central State 
Archive of Ancient Acts, of the Central State Archive of the 
Navy of the U.S.S.R., of the manuscripts of the divisions of the 
Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkin House), of the Lenin- 
grad Division of the Institute of the History of the U.S.SR., of 
the Archive of the Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R., and 
many others. Materials were also drawn from the National 
Archives of the United States in Washington, the Massachu- 
setts Historical Society, the Pennsylvania Historical Society, 
the American Philosophical Society, and a number of other 
archives where the author did research on the academic ex- 
change in 1968 and in 1975. The administrations and staffs 
of all these organizations invariably furnished the author gra- 
cious cooperation and valued assistance. 


Nikolai Nikolaevich Bolkhovitinov 
Moscow, January 1976. 


PART ONE 


Russian Diplomacy 
and the 
American Revolution 


l 


Rejection of Alliance with England 
1775-1779 


On April 19, 1775, shots rang out in battles at Lexington and 
Concord which announced the beginning of the armed struggle 
of the North American colonies of England for independence. 
Attempts of British soldiers to seize an arms depot and to ar- 
rest the popular leaders of the colonists, Samuel Adams and 
John Hancock, ended in failure. Having lost 273 men killed 
and wounded, the well trained and well armed soldiers were 
forced to pull back to Boston. The uprising against the yoke of 
the mother country took on a mass character, and quickly 
spread to the other British colonies in North America. A true 
outburst of revolutionary enthusiasm took place in New York. 
A crowd of patriots seized the city arsenal and divided the 
arms among the populace. The chief of the city militia reported 
that all his soldiers were “Sons of Liberty,” and the British com- 
mander moved his troops aboard a warship.! 

On May 10, 1775, in an atmosphere of revolutionary enthu- 
siasm, there convened in Philadelphia the Continental Con- 
gress, which adopted a resolution concerning the organization 
of an army of 20,000, at the head of which was put the out- 
standing political and military leader George Washington. Al- 
though proponents of reconciliation still predominated in the 
make-up of the Congress (in July, for the last time, a so-called 
“olive branch” petition was sent to George III), real events 
continued to develop rapidly in a revolutionary direction. More- 
over, the English King completely ignored the peace petition, 
and on August 23, 1775, declared the colonies in a state of re- 
bellion.2 As a result, the revolutionary faction in the colonies 
won a final victory. Contributing much to this was the publica- 
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tion in January, 1776 of the famous pamphlet of Thomas Paine, 
“Common Sense,” of which a huge number of copies for that 
time, more than 100,000, was sold out. While unmasking the 
legend of the “divine origin” of royal power, Paine wrote about 
the founder of the English dynasty, William the Conqueror, as 
a “French Bastard,” who landed in England “with an armed 
Banditti” and who ruled “against the consent of the natives,” 
and reached the conclusion: “Nothing can settle our affairs so 
expeditiously as an open and determined declaration for inde- 
pendance.”3 

A half-year later, on July 4, 1776, the Continental Congress 
unanimously adopted a Declaration of Independence written 
by Thomas Jefferson, the text of which read: “We hold these 
truths to be self evident: that all men are created equal; that 
they are endowed by their Creator with unalienable rights; that 
among these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness.” 
At the basis of the Declaration lay the idea of popular sovereign- 
ty, and the establishment of a government is directly connected 
with the guarantee of inalienable rights and the consent of the 
governed. “That whenever any form of government becomes 
destructive of these ends,” it is pointed out in this historic docu- 
ment, “it is the right of the people to alter or to abolish it, and 
to institute new government,” which would be the most likely 
to effect their safety and happiness. More than this, “when a 
long train of abuses and usurpations” evinces the design to 
reduce the people “under absolute despotism, it is their right, 
it is their duty to throw off such government, and to provide 
new guards for their future security.”4 

The beginning ofan armed struggle in North America through- 
out its length and breadth confronted England with the prob- 
lems of allies. The position of Russia took on special signifi- 
cance for Great Britain. The English Government counted on 
receiving precisely from Russia the help of which it now stood 
in such need. And the British ministers more than once had 
the occasion to regret the fact that in the past, they had been 
too unyielding in negotiations about the conclusion of a treaty 
of alliance. We recall in this connection that from the time of 
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the coming into existence of Nikita Ivanovich Panin’s “North- 
ern System,” Anglo-Russian relations developed in a friendly 
direction, which is explained, in particular, by mutual opposi- 
tion to the influence of France.” It was pointed out in detailed 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Nikita Ivanovich Panin was one of the outstanding Rus- 
sian statesmen of the 18th century, and the role he played in both domestic and for- 
eign affairs goes far towards explaining the attitudes which the author of this book 
shows that he took toward the War of the American Revolution. Born in Danzig in 
1718, Panin spent his childhood in Pernau, where his father was the Russian comman- 
dant. In 1740, he became an officer in the Guards regiments in St. Petersburg, and in 
the next year played a role in the palace revolution which seated Empress Elizabeth on 
the Russian Throne. Entering the diplomatic service, he was made Minister to Denmark 
in 1747, but in the next year, exchanged that post for that of Minister to Sweden. which 
he held until 1760. Charged with implementing in Stockholm the traditional Russian 
endeavor to keep the Swedish monarchy weak. so as to ward off a Swedish war of 
revenge, Panin developed there a liking for constitutional, as opposed to autocratic, 
monarchy. which he retained after returning home. 

Panin was out of favor in St. Petersburg after 1756 because he opposed Russia's 
support of Austria and France against Prussia in the Seven Years War. and was sur- 
prised when he was recalled home in 1760 to become the tutor of Grand Duke Paul 
Petrovich. officially regarded as the son of the future Emperor Peter If and the future 
Empress Catherine I]. [n.1762. he participated in the palace revolution which replaced 
Peter III with Catherine II only because he thought he was arranging for the accession 
of his pupil, Paul Petrovich. to the throne. However. Catherine II and her favorites, 
the Orlov brothers, while secretly disliking Panin, found it expedient to allow him to 
play a major role in the new regime. He continued to be the tutor of Grand Duke Paul 
Petrovich, now Heir to the Throne, until the latter married. 

Panin tried unsuccessfully during 1762-1763 to persuade Catherine Il to limit the 
autocratic powers of the Russian Sovereign, through a reform of the Senate and the 
establishment of a Permanent Imperial Council of six members. However, the Empress 
turned over the direction of the College of Foreign Affairs to him between 1763 and 
1781. His “Northern System” reflected his earlier distaste for Empress Elizabeth's 
alliance with the Houses of Hapsburg and Bourbon, and his admiration for King Frede- 
tick II of Prussia. However, the interests of Russia, Prussia, Great Britain, Sweden, Den- 
mark, and Poland were too diverse for the “Northern System” to have much chance of 
success. Both Sweden and Poland struggled against Russian influence in their domes- 
tic affairs during 1763-1773, and Frederick II of Prussia took advantage of this situation. 
Sweden escaped Russian control after King Gustaf III established a strong monarchy in 
1772. Russia's intervention in Poland, to prevent a similar development there, led to 
war with Turkey in 1768, and that war forced Panin, much against his will, to go along 
with the desire of Prussia for a partial partition of Poland during 1772-1773, one in 
which Austria joined in order to preserve the balance of power in Eastern Europe. 
Moreover. as the author of this book points out, although Great Britain helped Russia 
in her war of 1768-1774 with Turkey, to the extent of facilitating the transfer of the 
Baltic Fleet to the Mediterranean, the London Government deprecated extensive Rus: 
sian gains at Turkey's expense. 
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instructions to the Russian Minister in London, Ivan Grigorye- 
vich Chernyshev” of July 24/August 4, 1768: “We are relying 
on the Northern System, and we are considering how there 
may be a greater and closer union of the Northern Powers on 
the one direct point of our common interest, in order to bring 
about thereby a strong balance in the European Courts against 
the Houses of Bourbon and Austria, and tranquillity in the 
North, and to be completely free of their influences, which have 
so often produced calamitous consequences therein.”5 
Already in 1762, the English Ambassador, James Hobart, the 
second Earl of Buckinghamshire, received instructions to strive 
for the conclusion of a treaty of alliance and a commercial 
treaty with Russia.6 An important trade treaty with Great Britain 
was signed in St. Petersburg on June 20/July 1, 1766.” The ne- 
gotiations concerning the conclusion of a treaty of alliance did 
not yield practical results. English diplomacy was not inclined 
to furnish definite support to Russia in her relations with 


“TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: I. G. Chernyshev was the younger brother of Field Mar- 
shal Count Zakhar Grigoryevich Chernyshev (1722-1784), who acquired military fame 
during the Seven Years War. and was appointed by Emperor Peter Ill in 1762 to lead 
a campaign against Austria on behalf of Prussia which was never fought. Under Cathe- 
rine II, Z. G. Chernyshev was Vice-President and then President of the College of War, 
Governor-General of Belorussia. and Commandant of Moscow. 


By the time of the War of the American Revolution, Panin was completely out of 
favor with Catherine Il. and during 1774-1778. the Empress effected a reorientation 
of Russian foreigh policy involving alignment with Austria rather than with Prussia, 
which. as the author points out, had a certain impact on Russia's role in the War of the 
American Revolution. However. Panin remained officially in charge of Russian foreign 
policy during 1774-1781. partly because of his closeness to the Heir to the Throne, 
partly because his brother was charged with the suppression of the peasant uprising of 
1773-1774 led by Pugachyov. There are some indications that at the time of the start 
of the War of the American Revolution, Panin hoped for a new palace revolution which 
would lead to the installation of Grand Duke Paul Petrovich on the Throne. and the 
implementation of a constitutional project drawn up by his close friend. Denis Ivano- 
vich Fonvizin. As the author of this book points out. Panin finally lost out in 1781 ina 
struggle with the new imperial favorite. Grigory Aleksandrovich Potyomkin. He died in 
1783. 

Panin was as interested in the ideas of the French Enlightenment as Catherine I] 
claimed to be: Catherine herself described him as an “Encyclopaedist.” Foreign diplo- 
mats were impressed by his learning and sophistication. In private. he led the life of a 
typical 18th century sybaritic Voltairean gentleman. 
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NIKITA IVANOVICH PANIN 
Chairman, College of Foreign Affairs, 1762-1781 
He blamed the British for upsetting his Northem 
System with their American war. 


At right: Ivan Sergeyevich 
Baryatinsky. Minister to 
France, 1773-1785. 
Benjamin Franklin re- 
assured him about the 
American threat to East- 
em Siberia. 


At Left: loann-Matias 
Simolin, Minister to 
Great Britain. 1779-1785. 
He deplored the intran- 
sigeance of Lord North’s 
Government. 


MAKERS 
OF 
RUSSIAN 
FOREIGN 
POLICY, 
1775-1783 


Below: Arkady  Ivano- 
vich Morkov, Peace Ne- 
gotiator in the Haque 
and Paris, 1781-1783. 
He barely missed signing 
the Anglo-American 
peace treaty of 1783. 
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Sweden, Poland, and Turkey, stubbornly refusing, in particular, 
to include a war of Russia with Turkey in the causus foederis 
(literally, “the condition of the alliance”—the circumstances 
under which she would have to enter the war on the side of her 
ally), which was precisely what interested the Russian Govern- 
ment the most at that time.8 Later, in the period of the Russo- 
Turkish War of 1768-1774, though she also adopted on the 
whole a benevolent position towards Russia, England was in no 
hurry, nevertheless, to assume the obligations of an ally. On the 
other hand, she was not tardy in intervening in the conflict, and 
in implementing her mediation, which was in turn decisively re- 
jected by Russia.9 

The war in America exerted a vital influence on the subse- 
quent development of Anglo-Russian relations, laying bare the 
hitherto concealed contradictions, and changing to a certain 
degree even the very nature of those relations. On September 
1, 1775, the English King, George Ill, sent a personal envoy to 
Catherine II. Playing on the monarchical sentiments of the Em- 
press, the King “sent greetings” in expressions high-flown in 
form, and in essence, requested Russian soldiers for participa- 
tion in the suppression of the uprising of his subjects in North 
America.!° Detailed instructions were furnished to the British 
Minister in St. Petersburg to seek the despatch of a corps of 
20,000, andthe project of an appropriate treatywas forwarded.!! 

Rumors about the unusual request of George III and the pos- 
sible despatch of Russian troops overseas aroused serious con- 
cern, both in America, and also in Western Europe. Already on 
September 21, 1775, the French Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Charles Gravier, Comte de Vergennes,” sent his Minister in 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: It was somewhat ironic that both Vergennes and Panin, 
each in a different way to be sure, should have played pro-American roles during the 
War of the Revolution, since much of the long diplomatic career of Vergennes was de- 
voted to thwarting the designs of Russia in Eastern Europe. Born at Dijon in 1717 into 
a family of the noblesse de la robe, he entered the diplomatic service in 1740. After 
various assignments in western Europe, he went to Constantinople as Minister Pleni- 
potentiary in 1754. His first task was to prevent a Turkish attack on France’s allies of 
the Seven Year’s War, Austria and Russia. However, after the advent of Panin’s “North- 
em System” in 1763, Vergennes worked vigorously to bring about a Turkish attack on 
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St. Petersburg, the Marquis de Juigné, special instructions in 
which he expressed alarm on the subject of the possible des- 
patch of Russian soldiers to America, and asked him to verify 
the accuracy of these rumors at all costs.!2 According to a com- 
munication of the Russian Minister in Paris, Prince Ivan Serge- 
yevich Baryatinsky,” in the fall of 1775, they were already 
naming in the press a concrete number of Russian soldiers (30,- 
000), in “reciprocity” for which, England “is giving three million 
pounds sterling.” Referring to various interpretations of “this 
deal,” Baryatinsky reported in particular “that if the colonies 
should have the desire to be reconciled with England, then the 
introduction of foreign troops will arouse in them great refrac- 
toriness, and may lead to their declaring themselves truly in- 
dependent of England.” As for Russia, “it is almost unbelie- 
vable that Her Imperial Majesty would be pleased to consent to 
such a deal, however close the alliance that prevails between 
the two Courts, since such an action is not in accord with the 
humanitarian, peace-loving, and disinterested sentiments of 
Her Majesty.” If England was striving “to suppress the freedom 
of the colonies and to subject them completely to her author- 
ity,” then Catherine II, on the contrary, “is showing compassion 
untiringly in the matter of furnishing her people relief and some 
freedom through new laws.”!3 


*TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: The well-connected Prince Baryatinsky was the scion of 
a powerful family of the Russian nobility, and served as Minister in Paris between 1773 
and 1785. 


Russia, as a means of distracting the latter from Polish affairs. He was recalled to 
France in 1768 because he failed to produce results soon enough, but in 1771, he was 
sent as Ambassador to Stockholm, where he played a major role in the anti-Russian 
coup of King Gustaf III in 1772. Because he was so disliked by the Russians and Prus- 
sians, he was transferred to Copenhagen in 1772, and two years later, brought back to 
Paris to be the Foreign Minister of the new King, Louis XVI. Despite the support he 
rendered the Americans, Vergennes was a bitter opponent of the various reform 
schemes associated with the names of Turgot, Necker, and Calonne, but he died in 
1787, too soon to witness the beginning of the great French Revolution. As Foreign 
Minister, though mainly concerned with the diplomacy of the War of the American 
Revolution, Vergennes kept an uneasy eye on the affairs of Eastern Europe. Though 
reconciled to the idea of the eventual partition of Poland and Turkey by 1774-1787, 
he hoped to gain compensating advantages for France in western Europe. 
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Although there may be some room for argument, of course, 
on the subject of the “humanitarianism” and “disinterested- 
ness” of Catherine II, the principal conclusion, to this effect, 
“that it is obviously not for Russia to furnish aid to England 
against the colonies,” arouses no doubts, the more in that in 
St. Petersburg, they were not badly informed about the real 
state of affairs in North America. Already in the 1760's, and in 
the first half of the 1770's, Russian diplomats abroad were in- 
forming the Tsarist Government, in detail and quite objectively, 
about the development of a conflict between the American 
colonists and the mother country. Characteristic in this regard, 
in particular, was a report of the Russian Minister in London, 
Aleksey Semyonovich Musin-Pushkin,” of October 31/Novem- 
ber 11, 1774, in which the firm determination of the American 
colonists to uphold their rights against the encroachments of 
the English authorities was emphasized. “Letters received here 
yesterday from America,” reported Musin-Pushkin to the Chair- 
man [Pervoprisutstuuyushchy] of the College of Foreign Af- 
fairs, Nikita Ivanovich Panin, “emphasize in a most convincing 
way how firm, and so almost unanimous, is the intention of the 
local inhabitants not to obey any orders such as are inclined, 
however little, towards the confirmation of the right of legis- 
lating for them here.... It has already been decided by the gen- 
eral congress in Philadelphia not to export any American goods 
here, and not to receive there any from here.”!4 

The Russian Minister in London not only correctly evaluated 
the situation which was unfolding at that time, but also was able 
to see clearly the consequences of the conflict with the colonies, 
both for the internal life of England, and also for her interna- 
tional position. Musin-Pushkin wrote in that same report to 
St. Petersburg: “Such a situation justly alarms the administra- 


“TRANSLATOR'’S NOTE: Musin-Pushkin represented Russia in both London and 
Stockholm in the time of Catherine II. and was awarded the title of Count by that 
Empress in 1779. He should not be confused with his more famous relative. Aleksey 
Ivanovich Musin-Pushkin, who was Procurator of the Holy Synod. President of the 
Academy of Arts, a historian and archaeologist, and the indefatigable collector of 
ancient Russian chronicles. 
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tion here, and the more in that all the advantages which trade 
and factories here receive, both from raw materials brought 
here from America, and from goods manufactured here and 
exported there, are well known to it. The local annual exports 
herefrom attain, in general, a value of no less than three million 
pounds sterling, while New York Province sends in six hundred 
thousand pounds sterling annually, and Philadelphia Prov- 
ince, often seven hundred thousand. Any shutting off of such 
exports, if it does not undermine all manufactures here com- 
pletely, at least injures them very perceptibly. An aroused France, 
and Spain, will not fail to intervene in the dispute between 
England and her colonists. Two frigates under the flag of the 
former have already appeared near Boston, loaded, as is heard, 
with various military supplies, while the latter has already des- 
patched five warships from Ferrol, probably to America.”!5 

Subsequent events, as is well known, confirmed the correct- 
ness of these assumptions: the conflict with the colonies in 
America not only affected the economy of Great Britain“very 
perceptibly,” but also led her into a war with France and 
Spain, which were striving to use the “disagreement” in their 
own interests. 

That which seemed so obvious to a foreign diplomat clearly 
did not find lodgment in the heads of George III and of the 
members of the conservative Government of Lord North. 
The English ministers did not desire to pay attention to com- 
mercial “consideration,” and proceeded to a “frightful procla- 
mation of the Americans as rebels.”!6 

The short-sighted policy of the ruling circles of Great Britain 
did not leave the colonists any recourse except an armed strug- 
gle. “An internecine war with them seems the more unavoida- 
ble,” Russian Minister Musin-Pushkin justly wrote in February, 
1775, “in that they are pushed thereto by the extremity either 
of obeying all laws here, contrary to custom, or of fighting 
against that which is, so to speak, burdensome, and also re- 
strictive of their natural and legal rights.”!” Reporting that 
“great reserves of all military weapons, with a sufficient quantity 
of powder” were found in various localities of America, Musin- 
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Pushkin continued further: “The people there, leaving their or- 
dinary occupations, are engaging in military exercises volun- 
tarily. The enthusiastic spirit in them encompasses to an equal 
degree all ranks and callings; it is beginning to manifest itself 
in Virginia Province more strongly even than it has also operated 
up to now in New England itself.”18 

Although the royal troops carried out a “hostile attack” on 
the provincial American militia, they suffered a severe defeat 
already in the first engagement. “The inhabitants who had hast- 
ened thither from various places with arms, threw back the 
royal troops, and pursued them as far as the warship itself, 
under the guns of which they could guarantee their safety 
from attack, with losses, however, of around 150 men. All this 
took place, Most Gracious Sovereign, on April 8/19, probably 
without any formal plan of internecine war. The Americans, 
considering this event the precise beginning thereof, besieged 
Boston with an impressive number of their militia, with the in- 
tention of taking possession of it.”!9 

Some time later, the same A. S. Musin-Pushkin reported that 
according to news received from New York, “the inhabitants 
there, taking up arms, took possession of the fortress of the 
capital and the garrison, and the leaders of this uprising estab- 
lished a new administration, subject only to the general Ameri- 
can congress,”20 

Catherine II herself took an extremely skeptical attitude to- 
wards the “abilities” and “virtues” of George III, and in a let- 
ter to her friend Madame Bjelke in the summer of 1775, 
caustically remarked that the loss of the “worthless sister”” 
caused her greater grief “than the defeat of his troops in 
America.” And further along she continued: “His best subjects 
overburden (literally, “bore”) him very much, and that often 
even....”2! Catherine II deliberately did not make a treaty, 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Catherine II had in mind Caroline Matilda, Consort of 
the Danish King Christian VII. who died on May 10, 1775. The Danish Queen was the 
sister of George III. After 1768, she and her mentally ill husband came under the spell 
of the court physician, Count Johan Frederick Struensee, who by 1771-1772 had be- 
come a virtual dictator. After his overthrow, Caroline Matilda was imprisoned, after 
it was discovered that she had been Struensee’s mistress. 
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while laying down a highly significant qualification: she obvi- 
ously did not want to recognize directly the legality and justice 
of the uprising of George III’s subjects. On the whole, however, 
the Empress took into account realistically enough the perspec- 
tives of the war in America, when she ended the letter with the 
words: “With all my heart I desire that my English friends come 
to an understanding with their colonies, but my forebodings 
have come true so much that I fear that already in my lifetime, 
we will have occasion to witness the falling away of America 
from Europe.”2? It is therefore not surprising that the English 
King’s expectations of Russia’s support were not justified, and 
that in a letter of September 13/October 4, 1775, Catherine 
replied to her most august correspondent politely, but with a 
quite definite refusal. “The extent of the assistance, and the 
place designated for it, not only alter the idea of my proposals,” 
wrote the Russian Tsaritsa, “but even exceed the means of 
which I may dispose for furnishing service to Your Majesty. I 
am scarcely just beginning to enjoy peace, and it is well known 
to Your Majesty that my Empire stands in need of a rest.” 
Noting “the embarrassments which would arise in case of the 
employment of so significant a corps in another hemisphere,” 
Catherine II alluded also to the unfavorable consequences “of 
such a concentration of Our forces solely for the suppression 
of an uprising not supported by a single one of the foreign 
Powers.”23 

All attempts of the English Minister, Robert Gunning, to bring 
about a favorable decision through Panin and Aleksey Gri- 
goryevich Orlov,” or simply to tone down the refusal, produced 


*TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Orlov was the younger brother of Grigory Grigoryevich 
Orlov, leader of the palace revolution of 1762, and thereafter the reigning favorite 
at the Court until 1775. G. G. Orlov was the father of Catherine II's illegitimate chil- 
dren. Though both Orlov brothers were loaded with rewards and honors, neither had 
much ability. A. G. Orlov was only the nominal leader of the Russian naval expedi- 
tion to the Mediterranean which defeated the Turks at Chesmé in 1770. G. G. Orlov 
failed in efforts to make peace with the Turks in 1772. A. G. Orlov did repress an up- 
rising of the Don Cossacks in 1765 and G. G. Orlov, an uprising in Moscow, in 1774. 
Both brothers were out of favor by the time of the American Revolution. G. G. Orlov 
died in 1783, and A. G. Orlov was forced to go into exile during the reign of Emperor 
Paul. 
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no results. The Minister ascribed the failure to the intriques of 
the all-powerful Grigory Aleksandrovich Potyomkin and the 
Chernyshev brothers,24* but this was not the main thing, of 
course. In making the decision, Catherine I] could not fail to 
take into account, in the first place, the internal and interna- 
tional situation of Russia: the war with Turkey (1768-1774) 
had been concluded only relatively recently, and the awe-inspir- 
ing events of the peasant war under the leadership of Yemel- 
yan Ivanovich Pugachyov (1773-1775)** were too fresh in 
memory to think of the defense of the interests of the English 
King in America. As the French Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Comte de Vergennes, wrote in the fall of 1775, the Russian 
Empress, not being assured of the quietude of her own sub- 
jects, would scarcely agree to being deprived of a part of her 
army, and all of the navy, for the sake of “la vaine gloire” of 
the subjugation of the rebelling Americans.*** The Russian land- 
lords, in the opinion of Vergennes, were extremely interested 
in the preservation of their property, and would scarcely agree 
to look on quietly at the destruction of their serfs “for the set- 
tling of internal discords in America.”25 

Not having received Russia's support, the British cabinet 
adopted the recruitment of soldiers among the ruling princes 


*See TRANSLATOR’S NOTE above on Chernyshevs. 

**TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Pugachyov was bor among the Don Cossacks and 
served in the Russian Army during the Seven Years War and the Turkish War of 1768- 
1774. Deserting in 1771, he was hounded by the authorities for two years and roamed 
about among the Cossack and Old Believer communities in the valleys of the Terek, 
Volga, and Ural Rivers. He started his uprising against the Government among those 
communities in the summer of 1773. claiming to be the deceased husband of Catherine 
Il, Emperor Peter {II. By December 1773, he headed a force of 30.000 men with 86 
guns. His decision to besiege Orenburg. which fell in March. 1774 gave the Govern- 
ment a chance to concentrate overwhelming forces against him. After a number of 
severe defeats, he was handed over to the authorities by his own supporters in Sep- 
tember, 1774, and executed in Moscow in January, 1775. 

***TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: The exact words of Vergennes in this letter were: “Les 
Seigneurs ont pris patiance tant qu'il s'agisesoit du soutien de l'interest de IEtat bien ou 
mal etendu: mais verroient ils avec le meme sang froid leurs cerfs decimes pour une 
enterprise aussi etrangere a la securite et au bien etre de la Russie, et par consequent 


aussi romanesque que de prendre sur elle d'apaiser les troubles interiours de 
7. Lae oy 
!Amerique. 
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of Germany.”6 In the end, hired soldiers did not bring any spe- 
cial successes to the English Crown: the uprising in North 
America spread more and more, and the hope of pacification 
practically ceased to exist. “They are talking here more than 
ever about the affairs of England with her colonists, and they 
think that England is in extremely bad circumstances,” reported 
the Russian Minister in Paris, Baryatinsky, to Vice-Chancellor 
Ivan Andreyevich Osterman” on May 25/June 6, 1776. “The 
evacuation of the city of Boston produced, so they say, a great 
sensation among the royalists, and satisfaction on the part of 
the Americans. Among the public here, they are trying to verify 
whether they have the most accurate news that the English 
troops were expelled therefrom by force, but the Ministry here 
does not give out anything about this, and the English royalists 
who are here refute these rumors, and offer the assurance that 
General Howe left that place according to orders, in line with a 
plan offered to the Ministry by his brother. They are also saying 
here publicly that allegedly he, General Howe, at the time of 
the evacuation of Boston, weathered a storm of such magnitude 
that all his ships were so scattered that they do not know where 
a great part of them are.... The Duke of Richmond who, as 
Your Excellency knows, is a part of the Opposition to the pres- 
ent English ministry, said in confidence to some of his friends 
here that he thinks that the colonies will never agree to any 
peace proposals. On all occasions, the Court here continues to 
offer assurances to England as to the continuation of friendship 
and peace. A rumor recently came to me from a quite reliable 
source, it seems, that allegedly there is already an American 


“Osterman was the son of the famous Heinrich Johann, or Andrey Ivanovich Oster- 
man, a German who entered Russian service in 1704, and was a major figure in the 
formulation of Russian foreign policy from 1707 until his disgrace at the hands of 
Empress Elizabeth in 1741. I. A. Osterman, bom in 1725, found it expedient to go 
abroad in 1741, but was allowed to enter the Russian diplomatic service in 1757. 
After service in the Paris and Stockholm Embassies, Osterman joined the College of 
Foreign Affairs in St. Petersburg in 1774. Although given the title of Vice-Chancellor, 
he was overshadowed, first by Panin, and then, after 1781, by Bezborodko, in the mak- 
ing of Russian foreign policy. He was briefly, 1796-1798, State Chancellor and Presi- 
dent of the College of Foreign affairs under Emperor Paul, and died in 1804. 


14 RUSSIA AND THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION 


emissary here with whom the Ministry here is having conversa- 
tions. If this is really true, then this matter is moving forward 
very secretively, since they still do not leak out at all who such 
emissaries might be, and with which of the ministers they are 
having conversations. Commerce between the Americans and 
France is now in quite a state of activity. They say that, of the 
American ships in almost all the French ports, no small number 
came in under their own flags... .”27 

The adoption by the Continental Congress of a Declaration of 
Independence became known in Europe in August, 1776. 
“The publication of this document and the promulgation of a 
formal declaration of war against Great Britain, offer evidence 
of all the courage of the leadership there,” reported the Coun- 
sellor of the Russian Embassy, V.G. Lizakevich, from London.28 

Although the outcome of the struggle still seemed not com- 
pletely clear to the European diplomats, it was obvious that in 
any case the influence of England was diminished significantly 
and serious changes had taken place in the general system of 
international relations. “The disputes which have taken place 
between England and her American colonies and the resulting 
war itself,” wrote Panin in a secret report to Catherine II in 
October, 1776, “foretell apparently impressive and early changes 
in the present position of the European Powers, and conse- 
quently, in the general system. Whether the colonists succeed 
in establishing the independence now claimed by them or 
whether England finally succeeds through exhaustive efforts in 
subjecting them to her authority, which without internal ex- 
haustion of those colonists in the end may not be presupposed 
in a reasonable way, it behooves us in both these cases, how- 
ever, to consider it as probable that the Court of London will 
lose very much of its present reknown. ...”29 

In accordance with the degree of the development of military 
operations in America and the aggravation of the contradic- 
tions of the European Powers, Paris, the capital of England's 
principal rival in Europe, took on ever greater significance as 
the center of the diplomatic struggle. It was there that Benjamin 
Franklin came in December, 1776, and started secret conver- 
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sations with the French Government. Making reference to his 
arrival in a detailed report in code of December 4/15, 1776, 
Russian Minister Baryatinsky emphasized the importance of 
Franklin’s mission, and the enormous impression produced by 
him in France. “The public is so taken with him,” wrote Bar- 
yatinsky, “that they no longer talk about anything else except 
the reasons for his arrival here....” In reporting further about 
“the sensation which he produced” in the French capital, and 
about the supposed purposes of his mission, Baryatinsky re- 
marked that, according to “the general opinion” of the diplo- 
matic corps, “the arrival of the Franklins here” is producing, 
of course, “an important evenement”?° (from the French événe- 
ment— event). 

In the spring of 1777, Baryatinsky devoted a special report 
to the Marquis de Lafayette, who along with other French offi- 
cers went to Bordeaux, “engaged a ship,” armed it, “paying 
five thousand livres for all this,” and went to America “with the 
intention of entering the service of the struggling colonies.” 
The Russian Minister reported further that Lafayette revealed 
“his intention to Franklin and [Silas] Deane, and asked their 
advice thereon.” Both Americans “praised his enterprise, but 
did not give him any advice, but on the contrary, said to him 
that they have need only of engineer and artillery officers, but 
that other officers were not necessary to them; however, such a 
dry answer could not deflect him.” In leaving France, Lafayette 
put his domestic affairs “in good order, and took with him ready 
cash, more than a hundred and fifty thousand livres and a large 
quantity of muskets and ammunition.” According to the words 
of Baryatinsky, this event produced “a great sensation among 
the public and at the Court. All are extremely impressed that 
such a young man, being in the very best circumstances here, 
took such a strange part, but along with this, they draw the con- 
clusion that he is perhaps also clever in thinking out his whole 
conduct in this enterprise, and in the keeping of a secret. The 
King is very upset by this action,” wrote the Tsarist diplomat, 
and he referred later to the opinion of the French Government 
“that if England takes them captive and deals with them with 
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all severity, the Court here may not make any solicitations on 
their behalf.”3! 

News of the capitulation of the English troops under the com- 
mand of General Burgoyne at Saratoga on October 17, 1777, 
delivered a serious blow to the international prestige of En- 
gland. Musin-Pushkin, the Russian Minister in London, viewed 
very skeptically the new military preparations of England, think- 
ing correctly that their result would be only a further tighten- 
ing up of the forces of the rebelling colonists. “Good sense 
itself showed,” remarked the Russian Minister in London in 
December, 1777, “that from the beginning of the intentions 
here against America, the Americans were strengthened not 
otherwise than precisely to the degree of the premature prepara- 
tions threatening them here.”32 

After long delays, Vergennes, the Minister of Foreign Af- 
fairs of France, signed two important treaties concerning an 
alliance and concerning trade with the American Minister, Ben- 
jamin Franklin, on February 6, 1778.33 Commenting on un- 
official reports of the conclusion of a treaty and its terms, 
Russian Minister Baryatinsky wrote to St. Petersburg on Febru- 
ary 26/March 9, 1778: “France made a mistake in waiting a 
long time to do this, since she could have had more advanta- 
geous terms with the Americans if she had made up her mind 
on this in the month of July last; then the Americans would 
have protected themselves with ties to France, and they would 
perforce have owed their independence to her assistance. Now, 
however, the Americans feel that they are winning freedom 
with their own resources, and they conclude, moreover, that 
France decided to move towards them only when she was ac- 
curately advised about the adventure of General Burgoyne. 
As to the factor of time, they think that the treaty mentioned 
must be announced in the month of next April; moreover, they 
say too that already the plan of war with England has been 
made here. The Spaniards will operate in the Mediterranean 
Sea, and France, on the Ocean.”34 

It is impossible not to notice in this connection that in the 
course of the whole period of the War of the American Revolu- 
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tion, Paris remained one of the most important centers, if not 
the main center, of information about international politics, 
and in particular, about events connected with the war in Amer- 
ica, both for the Tsarist Government, and also for Russian so- 
ciety. The richest information is contained above all, in the 
reports of the Russian Minister in Paris, Baryatinsky. Moreover, 
representatives of the high aristocracy, and also important 
leaders of Russian culture, often travelled from Russia to France. 
Among their number, one may mention Princess Yekaterina 
Romanovna Dashkova,” Count Andrey Petrovich Shuvalov,** 
Count Ivan Grigoryevich Chernyshev,**” Denis Ivanovich Fon- 


OR 


vizin, and others. It is impossible not to say something about 
the last of these especially. An outstanding leader of Russian 
culture, an illustrious writer of the 18th century, Fonvizin served 
after the end of 1769 in the College of Foreign Affairs, and was 
the secretary, close assistant, and friend of Panin.3® 

During 1777-1778, Fonvizin travelled to Europe as a private 
person, and was in Montpellier and Paris for a long time. 
During his stay in France, Fonvizin corresponded regularly with 
his sister, and with Pyotr Ivanovich Panin, brother of the head 

“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: On Princess Dashkova, see Translator’s Note, Chapter 
Six. 

**TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Count Shuvalov (1744-1789) was the son of one of the 
Shuvalov brothers who were all powerful during the reign of Empress Elizabeth. He 
himself was high in the favor of the Court during the time of Catherine II. Appointed 
to her Legislative Commission in 1767, he was from 1768 to 1783 head of a commis- 
sion charged with translating into Russian and publishing the works of the philosophes 
of the French Enlightenment. He performed other useful public service in the devel- 
opment of Russian historical studies, the development of Russian banking, and the de- 
velopment of city planning for St. Petersburg and Moscow. A fervent admirer of Lo- 
Mmonosov and Voltaire, he was a minor literary figure and patronized the fine arts. 

***See Translator’s Note above on Chernyshevs. 

****TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Fonvizin was born in 1744 and died in 1792. Though 
he is not regarded as a major Russian literary figure, his satires and plays had signifi- 
cance because they criticized autocracy and serfdom. Though Fonvizin’s name betrayed 
the Baltic German origin of his family, it had been settled in Russia for two centuries 
before his birth. Born in Moscow, he was educated at the University founded there in 
1755. Though he embarked early on his literary career, he worked as a translator in a 
Minor government department from 1763 to 1769 before serving as Panin’s chief 
assistant in the College of Foreign Affairs from 1769 to 1784. In addition to his travels 
in France during 1777-1778, he was abroad in Germany and Italy during 1784-1785. 
Towards the end of his life, he ran into increasing difficulty with the censorship. 
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of the Foreign Affairs Office. The letters of Fonvizin—a remark- 
able example of the elegant prose of the 18th century—are 
interesting for us as valuable historical documents which re- 
corded important events of the international life of that time. 
In his letters, Fonvizin more than once invited attention to the 
relations of England and France, which were becoming strained 
in connection with the war in America. “The Englishmen are 
not able to endure it here,” wrote Fonvizin on December 31, 
1777/January 11, 1778. “Although they treat them very po- 
litely to their faces, nevertheless they abuse them behind their 
backs, and laugh at them . . .Their American affairs are being 
reduced to extremity itself, and they are in such despair as to 
think it necessary to withdraw from America, and to declare war 
on France: since from time immemorial, every time England 
has been reduced to great unhappiness, she has always had the 
resources for, and the custom of, declaring war on France.”%6 

Some time later, in March, 1778, Fonvizin reported in a letter 
to Pyotr Ivanovich Panin that “the state of affairs here is so bad 
that war is, of course, unavoidable.” France was concluding 
“a treaty with the Americans, as with an independent Power. 
... In a word, although war has not been formally declared, 
they nevertheless expect its declaration from hour to hour. 
Franklin, the American Chargé at the Court here, is, they say, 
being accredited in a few days as the Minister Plenipotentiary 
from the United American States.”3” In general, Fonvizin men- 
tioned Franklin frequently, and in particular, he reported in 
August, 1778, about his encounter with him. “To a gathering 
which took place in the present year under the name of the 
rendezvous des gens de lettres (i.e., encounter of literary peo- 
ple),” wrote Fonvizin, “they sent me an invitation, and also the 
same to the glorious Franklin, who is living here as Minister 
from the American United Provinces. He, the glorious English 
physicist Magellan,” and I were received excellently well, even 


“This third honored guest at the literary gathering in Paris in the summer of 1778 had 
a career which illustrates, as did those of Franklin and Fonvizin, the cosmopolitanism 
of the eighteenth century, at least in the worlds of literature, leaming and science. Bom 
in Portugal in 1723, he was originally named Joao Jacinto de Magalhaes, but was 


Rejection of Alliance with England 19 


to the extent that on the next day, they printed something in the 
newspapers about our visit.” Commenting on the encounter 
of Fonvizin with Franklin in Paris, P. V. Vyazemsky wrote: “The 
representative of the young enlightenment of Russia was an 
interlocutor with the representative of young America.”39 

It is necessary to say that Benjamin Franklin skillfully took 
advantage of his outstanding position as a savant and literary 
figure known to all the world for the establishment of unofficial 
contacts with the diplomatic representatives of the European 
countries. He had such contacts with the Russian Minister in 
Paris, Baryatinsky. More than this, in October, 1779, the Tsarist 
Government itself formally breached the principle of the non- 
recognition of the diplomatic representatives of the rebelling 
Americans. 

The reason was that in the fall of 1779, a report came to St. 
Petersburg from the Governor-General of Irkutsk, Klichka, of 
the appearance in the region of “Cape Chukotsk” [i.e., Kam- 
chatka] of “unidentified” foreign ships. This news disturbed the 
Tsarist Government so strongly that it decided to instruct its 
Minister in Paris, Baryatinsky, to establish contact with the 
“Chargé from the American colonies,” Benjamin Franklin, on 
the question mentioned. In informing Baryatinsky “about the 
ships which came to those shores,” the Chairman of the Col- 
lege of Foreign Affairs, Panin, wrote that Catherine II, “suppos- 


later known outside Portugal as Jean Hyacinthe Magellan. He was a descendant of the 
great Portuguese navigator who had discovered the maritime passage from the Atlantic 
to the Pacific two hundred years earlier, and was at first a monk who obtained a repu- 
tation in the fields of chemistry and mineralogy. In 1764, he abandoned monasticism, 
the Catholic faith, and Portugal and moved to England. After a decade of serving as 
tutor to wealthy young men during their grand tours of Europe, he was elected a Fellow 
of the Royal Society in 1774; subsequently he became an honorary member of the 
Academies of Science in Paris, Madrid, and St. Petersburg. His last years (he died in 
1790) were devoted to perfecting the making of scientific instruments. Magellan was 
the friend of the outlandish Hungaro-Polish count, Mauritius August Benyowski, with 
whose exploits the author of this book deals in this chapter. The Anglo-Portuguese 
Physicist lent Benyowski the money for the latter’s expedition to Madagascar in 1784, 
but it was never returned, since Benyowski was shot by the French Govemment as a 
pirate. Later, Magellan arranged for the publication of an English edition of Benyow- 
ski’s memoirs. 
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ing them to be American, and from Canada, was pleased to in- 
struct me to let Your Excellency know about this, and moreover, 
the Most High was pleased to issue an order that, while making 
reference to the voyage of the latter to the above mentioned 
shores to the Chargé from the American colonies, Franklin, 
who is in your place of residence, you ask him in your name 
whether he will undertake to investigate whether these ships 
were really American ones, and from what place; and that if 
and when he ascertains that they were actually from America, 
you inquire whether it will not be possible already for him, in 
such a case, to obtain and deliver to you an account of their 
journey and a chart, so that upon consultation of them, it may 
be seen whether it would be convenient or possible to establish 
direct navigation between districts here and America itself by 
a direct and shortened route. In conclusion, I say to you for 
your information that Her Majesty was pleased also to issue an 
order that in case of the arrival in those places again of some 
sort of unidentified foreign ships, that coats of arms be made 
and sent to the Chukotsk people for hanging from trees along 
the shore of their abode, so as to show thereby to people ap- 
proaching with ships that these places belong to the Empire of 
Her Majesty.”4° 

The document cited has significant interest for the investi- 
gator of Russo-American relations. Above all, we must keep in 
mind that this was the first official order, and one emanating 
directly from Catherine IIand Panin, to a Russian representative 
abroad to make reference “to the Chargé from the American 
colonies, Franklin.” It is evident from Panin’s letter, moreover, 
that already at this time, the Russian Government was display- 
ing interest “in the establishment of direct navigation between 
districts here and America itself by a direct and shortened 
route.” Finally, the document cited is one more sign of the con- 
stant fears of Tsarist Russia with respect to the security of its 
possessions in the North Pacific, and the effort to protect them 
from foreign rivals. 

The question arises as to why the news of the appearance of 
“unidentified” foreign ships at distant “Cape Chukotsk” could 
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disturb the Tsarist Government so strongly in the 1770's that 
it considered it possible to forget about diplomatic niceties, and 
to turn directly to the representative of the “rebellious” Ameri- 
can colonies, Benjamin Franklin. The reasons for the concerned 
attitude of the Tsarist Government become more understand- 
able if one recalls the notorious “uprising” organized in 1777 
in Bolsheretsk by Mauritius August Benyowski, who promised 
to return to the shores of Kamchatka later in foreign ships.4! 

Benyowski himself (1746-1786) was a person with an unu- 
sual and complicated biography. Sprung from the Polish aris- 
tocracy, he was born in Hungary, took part in the uprising of the 
Polish confederationists against Russia, and subsequently, in a 
conspiracy of supporters of the Heir to the Russian throne, 
Paul I, and in the end, was sent by the Government of Catherine 
Il to remote Bolsheretsk. Bound up with his destiny in a fan- 
tastic manner were events in Poland and in Kamchatka, bold 
journeyings and adventures, links with Benjamin Franklin, 
twofold visits to the United States, and finally, the history of the 
island of Madgascar, where for some time, Benyowski was 
“emperor. 42 

Events which followed the “uprising” of Benyowski in Bol- 
sheretsk, and the memory of his threat to return to Kamchatka 
with foreign support, brought about the excitement and the 
suspiciousness, acute enough already, of the Tsarist authori- 
ties. More than this, the American angle of Benyowski’s activity, 
his ties with Kasimierz Pulaski and Benjamin Franklin, and also 
the trip to the United States in 1779, could also bring about 
directly the emergence of suspicion concerning the “Ameri- 
can” origin of the “unidentified” foreign ships which were at 
the shores of “Cape Chukotsk.” Although there are no direct 
documentary confirmations of this supposition (except for sim- 
ple chronological correspondence), it is impossible not to take 
into account its probability. 

In carrying out the order given him, Russian Minister Bar- 
yatinsky reported to Panin from Paris in December, 1779: “By 
Virtue of Your Excellency’s instructions of October 11 rela- 
tive to the report coming from the Governor of Irkutsk, Mr. 
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Klichka, about the two ships which appeared at the islands of 
the Chukotsk coasts, thought to be from Canada, I made in- 
quiries in a private conversation with Franklin, as to whether 
he has any reports as to what sort of ships these might be, and 
whether he does not have a chart of the position of those seas, 
and the route taken from Canada to Kamchatka? Franklin 
replied that up to now, so far as he knows, this route has not 
yet been discovered, and consequently, he has no charts. He 
knows only that an ancient Spanish writer, whose name he 
does not remember, alleges that ships went out from a strait 
named Hudson, which lies above Canada in the land called 
Labrador, and proceeded to Japan; but it seems to him that this 
route, if it has been discovered, will be extremely difficult, not 
to say impossible; as to the ships mentioned which have put in 
an appearance, he thinks that they are either Japanese, or 
those of the Englishman Cook, who left England three years 
ago to travel around the world.”43 

The supposition of Franklin to the effect that the ships sail- 
ing to the Russian possessions in the North Pacific were ac- 
tually the third expedition (1776-1780) of the illustrious English 
navigator, James Cook, turned out to be quite well-founded. 
Cook’s ships (Resolution and Discovery) first appeared on the 
shores of the Russian possessions in the far north of the Pa- 
cific Ocean already in 1778. James Cook did not succeed in 
finding the Northwest Passage, and on the Asiatic coast, the 
prospect of close acquaintance with the militant tribes of the 
Chukchi, who greeted the English ships in a very hostile man- 
ner, did not attract him. Turning to the south, the Cook ex- 
pedition reached the island of Unalaska in October, 1778, 
(one of the largest of the Aleutian Islands, with a good natural 
harbor). Sent ashore, the American John Ledyard observed 
that the island had already been explored recently by Russian 
navigators, and that Russian traders were on it. Precisely here 
took place Ledyard’s first acquaintance with Russians. Gerasim 
Izmailov, who was on the island of Unalaska, in company with 
a large group of Russians and local inhabitants in twenty ca- 
noes, came to James Cook's ship. A splendid seaman and a 
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distinguished cartographer, Izmailov was quickly able to find a 
common language with the English sailors, and did Cook’s ex- 
pedition enormous service. According to the testimony of Cook 
himself, the Russian sailor was well informed about the geo- 
graphic discoveries made in this region, and pointed out at 
once mistakes in the charts which had been issued to him 
[Cook ].44 

One must keep in mind that, in travelling in the northern 
part of the Pacific Ocean, Captain Cook, like Vancouver later, 
already knew about the many very important geographic dis- 
coveries made in this region by Russian navigators. As is well 
known, Cook used the works of Miller and Stahlin. Vancouver 
also valued highly the Russian discoveries, making use in par- 
ticular of the charts received by him from Russian entrepre- 
neurs.45 

English ships appeared again on the shores of the Russian 
possessions in the spring of 1779, after the death already of 
Captain Cook in the Hawaiian Islands. When two foreign war- 
ships entered Petropavlovsk Harbor on April 18/29, real panic 
arose in Kamchatka: all were convinced that the foreign ships 
had appeared with hostile intentions. It soon became clear, 
however that the ships which were arriving had no relationship 
to Benyowski, and were travelling for scientific purposes. After 
mutual recognition, a joyous welcome was given to the expedi- 
tion. The English received “great help” in provisioning, of which 
they were in dire need, and could send to the homeland the 
report of Cook’s death. To the English ships were sent “22 fat 
cattle” and also 250 puds of rye bread.46 Upon leaving hospita- 
ble Petropavlovsk Harbor, the expedition proceeded “along the 
coasts of Asia” to the north, and again attempted to find the 
Northwest Passage to the Atlantic. However, on this occasion, 
owing to the ice, the English navigators were forced to give 
up their intent, and on July 19, 1779, they turned back. At the 
beginning of the fall of 1779, the expedition returned to Kam- 
chatka. 

It thus may not be doubted that the “unidentified” foreign 
ships which sailed to the Chukotsk shores, news of which they 
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received in St. Petersburg in the fall of 1779 from the Gover- 
nor of Irkutsk, Klichka, were actually the ships of Cook’s ex- 
pedition. At the same time, it seems, Klichka himself had al- 
ready informed his superiors about their arrival in Petropavlovsk 
Harbor earlier, in connection with which, the order followed 
from St. Petersburg in August, 1779, to charge to the treasury 
the provisions and cattle expended, and since the voyage to 
Kamchatka “made it already well known to foreigners, to put it 
in a state of defense.”4” 

This last order “caused not a little trouble to the anxious 
Klichka,” who sent about special couriers “in all directions.”48 
The bustle of the Irkutsk Governor caused concern to his Peters- 
burg superiors also, who in the fall of 1779 had to wrack their 
brains about the origins of the “unidentified” foreign ships. 
Along with this, this bustle had one obviously positive result: 
they made the decision in St. Petersburg concerning a direct 
approach to the “Chargé from the American colonies, ’’Ben- 
jamin Franklin. 

On the whole, despite the obvious hostility of monarchical 
circles to the rebellious republicans, American diplomacy en- 
joyed marked success in playing on the contradictions of the 
European Powers. The young republic, V. I. Lenin noted, skill- 
fully took advantage, in its interests, of “the differences be- 
tween the French, the Spaniards, and the English”; the Ameri- 
can peoples fought “alongside the troops of the French and 
Spanish oppressors against the English oppressors.’”’49 

The position of England became ever more difficult. The ex- 
tension of the conflict, the entry into the war of France and 
Spain, elevated still more the significance of the position of 
the mighty Northern Power. The gaze of the London Court was 
fixed on St. Petersburg. England was still counting on obtain- 
ing the support of Russia, if not against America, then at least 
against the European Powers. One of the most capable English 
diplomats was sent to the Russian capital, the young James 
Harris (subsequently Lord Malmesbury),5°” who at the begin- 


“TRANSLATOR'’S NOTE: James Hanis, first Earl of Malmesbury (1746-1820) was 
indeed one of the ablest British diplomats of the period 1768-1797. After attending 
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ning of 1778 renewed the negotiations about the conclusion of 
an alliance. In transmitting the project of a treaty of alliance in 
April, 1778, Harris wrote about the necessity of undermining 
the “ambitious plan of the House of Bourbon.” Laying strong 
emphasis on its “candor” and “artlessness,” the English Gov- 
ernment did not forget at all to stipulate, “exclusively for com- 
mercial reasons,” that war with Turkey not be included in the 
casus foederis. Simultaneously, it magnanimously agreed not 
to extend the operation of the treaty to the war which was taking 
place in America.5! 

The reply of the Russian Government, delivered in a note of 
Panin to Harris of May 6/17, 1778, offered little consolation 
to the London Court. Panin wrote that “although Her Imperial 
Majesty understands all the significance of the adherence” of 
Great Britain to the Northern System, she “is forced with deep 
regret to recognize that she considers the existing situation as 
completely unsuitable for the conclusion of an alliance between 
the two Courts.”52 

The subsequent approaches of the English Government, 
which proposed already the conclusion of a defensive alliance 
“without any qualifications whatsoever,” were not crowned with 


Winchester College and spending time with his father, a Lord of the Treasury, in Lon- 
don, he became a friend of Charles James Fox and William Eden at Oxford during 
1763-1765. After a year of travel and study on the continent, he was sent to the Ma- 
drid Embassy by Lord Shelburne, and managed to ward off a Spanish attack on the 
Falkland Islands in 1770. He served as Minister Plenipotentiary in Berlin during 1772- 
1776. His mission to St. Petersburg lasted from1777 to 1783. As Ambassador there 
he had to spend 20,000 pounds out of his private fortune. He complained of the Rus- 
sian climate and of the duplicity of Catherine Il. As a Member of Parliament during 
1770-1774 and 1780-1788, he backed Fox and the Whigs, and hence the policy of 
eventual reconciliation with the United States. Despite his Whig politics, William Pitt 
the Younger made much use of his diplomatic talents. As Minister, and then Ambassa- 
dor, to the Netherlands during 1784-1788, he meddled in Dutch politics on behalf of 
the Stadtholder, in connection with an Anglo-Prussian effort to ward off a Dutch revo- 
lution like the one in France in 1789. Later, during the War of the First Coalition, he 
tried, but failed, to cause Prussia to act more effectively against the First French Re- 
Public. He also failed in efforts to negotiate a peace treaty with that Republic during 
1796-1797. He was created Baron Malmesbury in 1788 and Earl of Malmesbury in 
1800. His talents as a diplomat were highly praised by Talleyrand, the great master of 
the diplomatic art. 
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success.°3 In explaining the position of Russia, Panin empha- 
sized in December, 1779 “that the conclusion of a defensive 
alliance by its very nature cannot coincide in time with a war 
in progress, especially such a one as the existing war, serving 
as a cause of the outbreak of which were circumstances which 
were always excluded from the treaties of alliance between 
Russia and England, as not having a relationship to the posses- 
sions of those countries in Europe.”>4 Still earlier, in July, 
1779, it was pointed out to the new Russian Minister in En- 
gland, loann-Matias Simolin,” in the most categorical way, on 
the subject of the negotiations concerning a treaty of alliance, 
that “the very question cannot arise” in the existing “critical 
and delicate situation” of the London Court.55 

Thus, from the very beginning of the war of the English colo- 
nies in North America for independence, the Russian Govern- 
ment, firmly and unshakeably, pursued a policy of stringent 
neutrality, decisively rejecting all attempts of England to tie it 
down to the obligations of an ally. 

The position taken by the Russian Government received a 
high rating in the United States. “We are not a little pleased 
to find from good authority,” wrote George Washington to 
Lafayette in the spring of 1779, “that the solicitations, and 
offers of the Court of Great Britain to the Empress of Russia, 
have been rejected with disdain.”55 On another occasion, not- 
ing the definite refusal of Catherine II to conclude any sort of 
treaty of mutual assistance with England, Washington empha- 
sized that the Russian Government motivated its position “in 
terms breathing a generous regard to the rights of mankind.”57 

It is necessary to say that while dicoursing on “the welfare of 
mankind,” the Government of Catherine Il proceeded, of 
course, above all from the state interests of Russia itself, and 
from a sober evaluation of the general international situation. 


*“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Ioann-Matias Simolin (1720-1790) claimed descent from 
the Polish King Stefan Batory, and was made a Baron by the King of Poland in 1776. 
Actually he was the son of a Lutheran pastor of the Finnish town of Abo (Turku). He 
served as Russian Minister in Copenhagen, Stockholm, London, and Paris. 
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A detailed analysis of the general international situation, and 
of the system of the foreign policy of Russia in connection with 
the war of England in Europe and America, was given in a se- 
cret report of the College of Foreign Affairs to Catherine II in 
the summer of 1779. The report expressed the joint opinion of 
the Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, Panin, of the 
Vice-Chancellor, Osterman, and of the other members of a 
secret committee of the College of Foreign Affairs, the Bakunin 
brothers;* it was worked out in a session of July 31/August 11, 
1779.58 This document has prime significance for an under- 
standing of the general policy of Russia in connection with the 
war which England was waging. “Her American colonies,” it 
is pointed out in the report, “having been turned, through the 
fault [emphasis of the author] of the British Government itself 
into an independent and self-governing area, are not struggling 
against her, save within their own dwellings and lands, defend- 
ing their new status solely to the degree of her attacks.” 
From the above quotation, it is completely evident that the 
Russian Government not only considered the separation of the 
colonies from the mother country an accomplished fact, but 
also saw the reason therefor in the “personal fault” of the 
English cabinet. More than this, it was pointed out in the re- 
port directly that the separation of the colonies from England 
not only did not contradict the interests of Russia, but was ad- 
vantageous to her, since Russian goods could with success re- 
place the wares which had been sent earlier to the English 
market from America, and, moreover, mutually advantageous 
direct trade relations would be developed with America itself. 
“... The loss by England of her colonies on a firm basis,” the 
report concluded, “is not only not injurious, but rather may still 


“TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: The Bakunin brothers were sons of Vasily Mikhailovich 
Bakunin, an official of the College of Foreign Affairs in the time of Peter I, and one who 
specialized in dealings with the Kalmyks. The two brothers both had the same name, 
Pyotr Vasilyevich, and were distinguished as “Senior” and “Junior”. P. V. “Senior” 
lived from 1724 to 1782, and P. V. “Junior”, from 1734 to 1786. P. V. “Junior” was 
a rival of Bezborodko. The two brothers were great-great-uncles of the famous rev- 
Olutionary, Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin. 
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be useful for Russia in the area of her commercial interests, 
since in time a new direct branch of commerce with Russia 
will be opened up from America, and may be exploited for the 
obtaining of mutual necessities at first hand.” 

We must keep in view that all this was expressed, not as the 
opinion of an individual statesman, however influential, but as 
the result of the collective work of the persons who managed 
the foreign policy of the country; the very character of the 
document—a secret report to the Empress— gave its contents 
special significance. 

The authors of the report held to a very skeptical opinion 
about the English Government of the time. “Truly the internal 
condition of the English Court and ministry is not such as to be 
able to arouse confidence therein at home and abroad.” They 
expressed special dissatisfaction with respect to the activity of 
England on the sea. “Though surrounded by a quantity of the 
most powerful enemies, she does not, nevertheless, desist from 
the seizure of neutral ships, and to become more and more 
angry over the most innocent cargoes, and to exasperate other 
peoples.” 

On the whole, the authors of the report concluded from this 
that in connection with the definition of Russia’s position, “our 
own (i.e., Russian) interests and the very basis of all our policy” 
—the Northern System—must be taken into consideration. In 
this connection they recommended, while holding fast to the 
policy of stringent neutrality, that the Northern System be si- 
multaneously built up, and particularly, that “contact be estab- 
lished with, and counsel be taken with” Denmark and Prussia 
“in good time and frankly” about “joint measures.” Thereby, 
in their opinion, a path would be prepared for Russia towards 
entry into the role of a powerful mediator for the reconcilia- 
tion of the contending parties. The subsequent activities of the 
Russian Government corresponded, in broad outline, with the 
views presented in the secret report. 

The text of the report analyzed and also other documents 
brought forward in the present chapter show quite definitely 
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that the Russian Government was not quided at that time in its 
attitude towards the War of the American Revolution by the 
principles of legitimism and did not look upon the Americans as 
“rebels” and “insurrectionists” against a lawful monarch. It is 
clear that even Catherine II limited herself to jeers at the ex- 
pense of George Ill, and considered the separation of the 
North American colonies from England as practically unavoid- 
able. As for Panin and his closest associates, they looked upon 
the cause of the uprising in North America as the “personal 
fault” of the British cabinet, and thought that the separation of 
the colonies from the mother country not only did not contra- 
dict the interests of Russia, but was even advantageous to her. 
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The Armed Neutrality 


1780 


The most important formal international action undertaken 
by Russia in connection with the war which Great Britain waged 
with the United States and the European Powers was the proc- 
lamation of armed neutrality in 1780. 

The idea that the original impulse which in the final analysis 
led to the issuance of a declaration of armed neutrality was the 
operations of the American privateer General Mifflin, under 
the command of Daniel McNeill, has been expressed again 
comparatively recently in American literature.! In May, 1778, 
the American privateer, armed with twenty guns and a crew of 
150 men, sailed to North Cape, where it captured eight British 
ships, and then five more in the English Channel. Thereby a 
threat arose to British trade with Russia via Archangel, which 
was carried on mainly in English ships. Taking advantage of this 
occasion, British Minister James Harris tried to obtain the sup- 
port of the Tsarist Government, and at first glance, the deploy- 
ment subsequently in 1779 of a Russian squadron may seem 
directed against the rebelling colonists. David M. Griffiths, men- 
tioned above, is inclined to evaluate the action of Russia in pre- 
cisely this way. 

Actually, however, not only is no sort of “anti-American” 
tendency to be discerned in the actions undertaken by Russia, 
but such an outlook was from the very beginning rejected by 
the Tsarist Government itself. The thoughts of Panin on the 
subject of “the pleasure” of Catherine II concerning “the open- 
ing next summer of the trade and navigation of foreign peoples 
to the city of Archangel,” confirmed on December 22, 1778/ 
January 2, 1779, have special interest in this connection. “This 
restriction must, however, be based on rules common to all 
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recognized Powers, that is, that the sea is open, and that every 
nation is free to carry on its navigation on open waters,” wrote 
Panin, and he proposed further “to issue precise instructions” 
to the commander of the squadron deployed, “so that during 
his cruise he did not clash at all with English, French, and Amer- 
ican privateers which were encountered, but advised them to 
withdraw to other waters . . . because all navigation of this 
region proceeded solely to the harbors and shores” of the Rus- 
sian Empire.? The most important thing is that although the 
operations “of a single American privateer” served as the rea- 
son for the “restriction” mentioned, Panin emphasized es- 
pecially the necessity of the observance of a strict neutrality, 
and of an impartial attitude towards all belligerent parties, in- 
cluding America. “I also consider a procedure vis-a-vis the 
American privateers which is the same as that vis-a-vis the 
English and French ones to be suitable for the reason that our 
own merchant ships in all other seas not be subjected to their 
vengeance and seizure, like those of the nations which are 
themselves suffering from their hostile attacks. It is well known 
that the Americans have in European waters no small number 
of armed ships, all of which would begin to harry our merchant 
fleet.” 

The “most humble judgments” of Panin were given “mo- 
narchical approbation” and on January 26/February 6, 1779, 
an appropriate order to the Admiralty College followed, in 
which it was emphasized that the Russian ships were being de- 
ployed “for the protection and general defense of trade to 
ports here, without distinction of nationality.” Catherine II 
instructed the squadron to show the “respect” which “it is ap- 
propriate to maintain without interruption towards the various 
belligerent Powers, in accordance with the stringent neutrality 
being maintained by Us.”3 

On February 28/March 11, 1779, a note was sent to the 
Governments of England and France in the form of a declara- 
tion, in which notice was given of Russia’s intention to send out 
“a squadron of her ships of the line and frigates, which will be 
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ordered to defend trade and navigation in the approved fash- 
ion, driving away from this coastal zone any privateer which ap- 
pears there, wihout exception, and without regard to its na- 
tional registry.’ 

Although the Russian Government emphasized its impartial- 
ity and neutrality in the formal sense, in practice the actions of 
Russia took on, not an anti-American, but an anti-English, slant, 
inasmuch as Great Britain, with her strong naval fleet, strove to 
dictate her terms to the ships of all the rest of the countries. 

Musin-Pushkin, the Russian Minister in London, was already 
reporting frequently about the insolent actions of the “English 
privateers,” which were boarding “all ships encountered by 
them, without any regard for the various flags.”> “Unfriendly 
representations” went to the London Court systematically on 
this subject from the representatives of the neutral countries. 
In particular, Simolin, the successor of Musin-Pushkin as Rus- 
sian Minister in London, was instructed in a rescript of Cather- 
ine II of November 8/19, 1779 to make “the strongest repre- 
sentations” on the subject of the seizure of two ships of the 
Riga merchants, Karl Behrens and Company.® 

Finally, at the beginning of 1780, in connection with the 
seizure by Spain of the merchant ship Svyatoy Nikolay (Saint 
Nicholas), the Government of Russia considered it necessary, 
“before outrages to the Russian merchant flag are transformed 
into a dangerous habit,” to give notice to London, Paris, and 
Madrid of the decision “to use, on our part, all means and all 
forces available to us for complete protection and its enforce- 
ment, with the firm intention, however, of reconciling them, in 
a solemn and inviolable way, with the rules of the most stringent 
impartiality and neutrality in the course of the present war.” 
They were talking of the despatch of a new squadron to the 
North Sea in the summer “for the ejection from waters thereof 
all privateers, and the guarantee of the free navigation to Our 
ports of all friendly peoples in general,” and about the out- 
fitting in Kronshtadt of a supplementary fleet composed of 15 
ships and 4 frigates.§ 
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In order that the foreign states, and above all, the belligerent 
Powers, “through a misunderstanding or because of unwar- 
ranted assumptions,” should not fall into “erroneous conclu- 
sions,” and should not take advantage of the measures under- 
taken by Russia with “her own resources,” the famous Declaration 
of Armed Neutrality was issued simultaneously on February 
27/March 9, 1780, based, as was pointed out in the rescript, 
“on the simple, honorable, and undisputed principles of na- 
tural law,” on the one hand, and “on the wording of the terms 
of Our commercial treaty with Great Britain,” on the other 
hand. 

It was pointed out in the Declaration: (1) that neutral ships 
may freely visit the ports of belligerent Powers; (2) that the 
goods of belligerent Powers on neutral ships are permitted to 
pass without hindrance, with the exception of war contraband; 
(3) that only objects enumerated in Articles 10 and 11 of Rus- 
sia's treaty of 1766 with England are considered war contra- 
band (i.e., arms, military supplies, etc.); (4) under the definition 
of a blockaded port falls only a port into which entry is actually 
hampered by naval forces; (5) these principles will serve as the 
rule in the definition of the legality of prizes.9 

The proclamation of an armed neutrality had enormous 
international significance: now firm principles were established 
in the international law which governed the maritime trade of 
neutral Powers in wartime. By this act, as Friedrich Engels re- 
marked, Catherine II “first formulated in her name and in the 
name of her allies the principle of ‘armed neutrality’ (1780) — 
a demand for the limitation of the rights to which England laid 
claim for her warships in the open sea.”!° 

In the course of 1780-1783, practically all the neutral 
countries of Europe adhered to the declaration, which was 
officially registered by appropriate agreements. France and 
Spain also recognized the principles put forward by Russia. 
A literature difficult to cover—books and documentary pub- 
lications of German, French, English, Danish, American, 
and other foreign authors (not to speak even of the Russian 
ones!), among which may be encountered statesmen, historical 
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scholars, jurists, professional diplomats, etc.— has been devoted 
to the history of the armed neutrality, the origin of the principles 
of Russia’s declaration, and their significance. 

But nevertheless, the problems connected with the history 
and significance of the armed neutrality have still always 
remained not completely clear. The most contradictory views 
are expressed, in particular on the question of the author 
of the famous formal act of 1780. Among the main pretenders 
they name: Panin; Catherine Il; Count Andreas Peter Graven 
von Bernstorff, the Danish Minister of Foreign Affairs; Frederick 
Il, King of Prussia; Vergennes, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of France; and others. At one time von Doéhm and Count 
Goertz!! created a version to the effect that the proclama- 
tion of armed neutrality was no more than an accidental act, 
the result of a Court intrigue, and of the rivalry of Count Panin 
and Prince Potyomkin. As for Catherine I, in their opinion she 
understood so little the real significance of the declaration, 
drawn up on the initiative of Panin, that she thought that it was 
being proclaimed in the interests of England.!2 

However, already in the older Russian works (Leshkov, 
Danevsky, and others), it was being justly observed that the 
proclamation of armed neutrality was the natural result of pre- 
ceding events, and that the general interests of Russia herself, 
which corresponded at that time to the general principles of 
the famous declaration of 1780, were the reason for its pro- 
clamation.}3 

The maritime trade of Russia in the second half of the 18th 
century was mainly in the hands of the English merchant class, 
and carried on in British ships. The natural striving of Russia 
was to free herself from excessive dependence on England, in 
order to encourage the development of her own, and neutral, 
navigation. In 1775, 414 ships (of them, 17 Russian ones and 
236 English ones) were used in foreign trade, and in 1787, 
already 2,015 ships (including 141 Russian ones and 767 
English ones).4 

One must also consider that the principles of the declaration 
of 1780 were not something completely new: many of them 
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were already being encountered earlier in treaty texts (it is 
characteristic that in the declaration itself there is a reference 
to the trade treaty of 1766 with England), diplomatic corres- 
pondence, works of scholar-jurists, etc. It is well known, for 
example, that the reply of Danish Foreign Minister Count Bern- 
storff of September 29, 1778, to the Russian Government on 
the question of the defense of maritime navigation in accor- 
dance with a defined system of principles, was based on ma- 
terials presented to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark 
by the well known jurist, Max Hiibner.!5 

Finally, we must note especially that the Russian declaration 
of 1780 asserted as the essence of the matter that same prin- 
ciple which, in 1776, on the proposal of John Adams, the 
Continental Congress of the United States approved (“free 
ships, free goods”), i.e., the right of free trade of neutral coun- 
tries in wartime in any goods with the exception of direct 
military contraband.!6 Later this principle was reflected in the 
text of the trade treaty of 1778 between France and the United 
States mentioned above. In this connection, it was demon- 
strated objectively that the Russian Government, in promul- 
gating a declaration of armed neutrality, was asserting (it goes 
without saying, by virtue of its own interests) one of the prin- 
ciples in the name of which the rebelling colonists in America 
were fighting. It was therefore no accident that many years 
later the President of the United States, James Madison, wrote 
about armed neutrality as about “the American doctrine,” 
and emphasized that its proclamation by the Russian Govern- 
ment in 1780 constituted “an epoch in the history of maritime 
law,” and noted that the United States was “especially in- 
terested” in supporting it.!” 

The reasons for the wide acceptance of the declaration of 
1780 and its significance in the history of international relations 
come down to the fact that the principles of armed neutrality 
were prepared by preceding events, by the development of the 
theory of maritime law, and by the practice of merchant navi- 
gation. Remarks to the effect that the Russian Government 
allegedly did not understand the significance of the formal 
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action undertaken by it, and that Catherine Il even thought 
that she was doing a favor to England by her declaration, do 
not deserve any sort of serious consideration. Actually, the 
British Government itself, as we have seen, did not give up 
during all these years the idea of possible support on the part 
of Russia. Already on November 5, 1779, the “sincerely de- 
voted brother” of Catherine II, the English King George III, 
asked about a demonstration of Russian naval forces which 
would be capable, in his words, “of reestablishing and strength- 
ening the peace of Europe, of dissipating the league organized 
against me (i.e., George III), and confirming the system of the 
balance, which this league is trying to destroy.”!8 Catherine 
II carried out such a demonstration by sending a squadron to 
the North Sea and promulgating the declaration of armed neu- 
trality, but this demonstration was not on behalf of, but against, 
Great Britain. 

In reports to London, British Ambassador James Harris ex- 
erted not a little effort in order to slander the declaration of 
armed neutrality in every way, and also to play down its signi- 
ficance. Reference is often made in the literature to the fact 
that Catherine herself remarked in a conversation with Harris 
on December 7/18, 1780: “What sort of harm is this armed 
neutrality, or rather, armed nullity, doing to you?”!9 But not 
without reason did Fyodor Fyodorovich Martens write that “the 
sharp-witted English diplomat did not fail to observe that by 
calling her grandiose plan a trifle or a nullity, Catherine II, 
while reassuring him, was also poking fun at him.”2° 

Despite the abundance of persons mentioned in the litera- 
ture to whom are ascribed great services, sometimes excep- 
tional ones, in the preparation of the proclamation of armed 
neutrality, and despite the minuteness of the investigations 
which have been conducted, the actual role of the individual 
persons involved (for example, Franz Ulrich Theodor Aepinus)* 
remains not completely clear up to the present time. Little is 
known also as to the role of Pyotr Vasilyevich Bakunin in the 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: On Aepinus, see Translators Note, Chapter Six. 
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direct preparation of the project of the declaration, although 
on this point, there are testimonies of contemporaries, includ- 
ing Semyon Romanovich Vorontsov and Catherine II herself.2! 
For a long time, the activity of the Russian Minister in the 
Hague, Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn,” also remained outside 
the field of vision of the scholars.22 Nevertheless, to him be- 
longed, if not a decisive role, than all the same a quite vital role, 
both in the preparation of the proclamation of armed neutral- 
ity, and also, especially, in the establishment of the first Russo- 
American diplomatic contacts.23 

To the interesting and unique figure of Golitsyn there be- 
longs a place not at all ordinary in the history of Russian 
diplomacy. A person of wide reach, with a many-sided educa- 
tion, the author of works on the theory of electricity, on mineral- 
ogy, geography, political economy, and philosophy, Prince 
Golitsyn occupied during 1762-1768 the post of Minister in 
Paris, and then was transferred to the Hague. He was an 
honorary member of several academies and scientific societies 
(including the Academies of Science in St. Petersburg, Berlin, 
Stockholm, and elsewhere), was a friend of Voltaire, Diderot, 
and Mercier de la Riviere, and was especially close to the 
Physiocrats. Precisely to him belongs the merit of the post- 
humous publication in 1773 of the famous book of the philo- 
sophe-materialist Claude-Adrien Helvétius, On Man (De 
l'homme), and also the working out of a project, radical for 
that time—if also very restricted in principle—of the abolition 
of serfdom in Russia, one which foresaw the liberation of the 
peasants through purchase and without land.24 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: As the author indicates, Prince Dmitry Alekseyevich 
Golitsyn. who belonged to one of the most famous of the Russian noble families. was an 
enthusiastic disciple of the leading figures of the French Enlightenment. but he spent 
most of his adult life abroad. and published his writings in the French language. Born 
in 1734, he was attached to the Russian Embassy in Paris from 1754 until his appoint- 
ment as Minister to the Haque in 1768. He died in the Dutch capital in 1803. His 
publications included Lettre sur quelques objects dElectricite (1778). Defense de 
Buffon (1793), and De l'esprit des economistes ou les economistes justifies d’avoir 
pose par leurs principes les bases de la revolution francaise (1796). He also published 
articles in the Works of the St. Petersburg Free Economic Society, of which he was a 
member. 
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Being in the Hague, Golitsyn systematically maintained con- 
tacts with American agents, at first with Charles W. F. Dumas, 
and then with John Adams; he exchanged correspondence 
with Benjamin Franklin, and even received a reprimand from 
St. Petersburg for forwarding a portrait of George Washing- 
ton, which Catherine ordered sent back.25 In May, 1782, he 
was also given strict orders to refrain from official recognition 
of John Adams as the American Minister.26 

In contrast to many of his colleagues — dull and self-satisfied 
Tsarist officials — Golitsyn not only held independent views on 
a number of important questions, but systematically gave 
advice in St. Petersburg to Panin, Osterman, and Catherine 
II herself (not to speak even of his relative Field Marshal Alek- 
sandr Mikhailovich Golitsyn), which is not often encountered 
in the diplomatic practice of that time. 

Holding special interest for the history of the proclamation 
of the February declaration of 1780 is, in particular, a letter 
of Golitsyn to Panin of February 7/18, in which the Minister 
justified the project of a treaty of alliance of Russia and Hol- 
land, with the participation of Denmark and Sweden, “solely 
for the purpose of the defense of the trade of the contracting 
Powers and the support of neutrality and of free navigation.”27 
He reported about this project as if it were a plan of Holland, 
and called it “just, wise, and correct.” “As for the advantages 
from this treaty,” wrote Golitsyn,’“Your Excellency understands 
them better than I. The English and the Germans, while seizing 
all the ships of the Republic, are making its trade difficult to 
such a degree that the Dutch will be forced to withdraw there- 
from, as a consequence of which, the sale of our goods suffers, 
since in practice, ever since the beginning of the war of America 
with England, only Russia alone has had the occasion to send 
hemp, canvas, and lumber to the belligerent Powers. However, 
it is precisely these goods which the English are taking away 
from the Dutch most zealously. | must also advise Your Ex- 
cellency that it is known to me from a reliable source that the 
Court of Versailles will not object to the forming of an alliance 
between the Republic and our Court, and even between all 
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the Northern Courts, and that at the present time, it desires 
peace, if only such would be concluded on well-advised terms, 
the principal one of which is freedom of trade and navigation 
for all European nations.” 

Developing his ideas in detail in a letter to Panin in March, 
1780,28 Golitsyn remarked: “In my opinion, the most important 
advantage which may derive from this would be that of moving 
forward in the role of mediators between the belligerent Powers: 
they cannot turn down this mediation; the Empress will force 
them to peace and dictate their terms, as she did at the Con- 
gress of Teschen. The basic purpose which it is necessary to 
keep in view in concluding the present alliance consists pre- 
cisely of this.” 

It is difficult for us to reach a final judgment as to the degree 
of the influence of Golitsyn on the proclamation of armed neu- 
trality by the Russian Government. In any case, his advice could 
not fail to hasten the unfolding of events. We invite attention 
also to a curious chronological coincidence: Golitsyn’s letter 
of February 7/18, 1780, as the stamp thereon testifies, was 
received in St. Petersburg on February 26/March 8, 1780, and 
already on the following day, February 27/March 9, the famous 
declaration of armed neutrality was signed. The Russian Gov- 
ernment moved forward as the initiator of the creation of a 
league of neutral Powers for the defense of mercantile naviga- 
tion. We are far from drawing any sort of categorical conclu- 
sions from the simple chronological coincidence. Golitsyn’s 
letter was, so to speak, the last drop which filled to overflowing 
a cup already filled to the brim. There is no doubt too that the 
activity of Golitsyn in the Hague deserves the special attention 
of historians. 

The actions of Russia had no small significance for the im- 
provement of the international position of the United States, 
the sapping of the naval might of England, and her diplomatic 
isolation. Benjamin Franklin gave a high rating to the armed 
neutrality, writing the American agent in Holland, Charles W. 
F. Dumas, in June, 1780: “I approve much of the Principles 
of the Confederacy of the Neutral Powers, and am not only 
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for respecting the Ships as the House of a Friend, tho’ contain- 
ing the Goods of an Enemy, but I even wish for the sake of 
humanity that the Law of Nations may be further improv’d, 
by determining, that, even in time of War, all those kinds of 
People, who are employ'd in procuring subsistence for the 
Species, or in exchanging the Necessaries or Conveniences 
of Life, which are for the common Benefit of Mankind, such as 
Husbandmen on their lands, fishermen in their Barques, and 
traders in unarm’d Vessels, shall be permitted to prosecute 
their several innocent and useful Employments without inter- 
ruption or Molestation, and nothing taken from them, even 
when wanted by an Enemy, but on paying a fair Price for the 
same.” 29 

In characterizing an international situation favorable for the 
United States which unfolded after the proclamation of armed 
neutrality, George Washington remarked that the declaration 
of Russia, in which all the other states of Europe joined, was 
humiliating “to the Naval pride and power of Great Britain.”3° 

Giving an exceptionally high rating to Russia's declaration 
was John Adams, who viewed it as an act scarcely less hostile 
to England than a declaration of war. In particular, in a letter 
of April 26, 1780, to the President of the Continental Congress 
of the United States, and relying on the materials of the English 
newspapers and the debates in Parliament, John Adams re- 
ported the enormous dissatisfaction in England with the pro- 
clamation of afmed neutrality by Russia. Along with this he 
thought that the rectification of international law for which the 
Russian Government was working, would be advantageous for 
all countries, and especially for the United States.3! 

During September-October,1780, the declaration of armed 
neutrality became the object of a special discussion of the 
Continental Congress of the United States. At the session of 
September 26, 1780, Robert Livingstone introduced a resolu- 
tion to recognize that the rules contained in the Russian decla- 
ration were “useful, wise, and just.” Like other members of the 
Congress too, he thought that Russia’s declaration claimed 
“the earliest attention of a rising republick.”32 
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In accordance with the recommendations of a committee 
created for the review of this question on October 5, 1780, 
the Continental Congress passed a special resolution fully 
approving of the declaration of Catherine II as based on “the 
principles of justice, equity, and moderation.” The resolution 
provided for the preparation of appropriate instructions for 
the warships of the United States,33 and also empowered the 
American representatives abroad to join in the principles pro- 
claimed by Russia.34 

Mention is sometimes made also in the literature of a letter 
of the President of the Continental Congress, Samuel Hunt- 
ington, which was allegedly sent to the Russian Government, 
and which even contained a passage where something was 
said about “the great and dear ally” of the United States.35 
Meanwhile, in the text of the letter, there was talk of the desire 
of Congress that its “feelings and measures” be brought as 
soon as possible to the attention “of His Most Christian Majesty 
(Sa Majesté Tres-Chrétienne),” ie. the French King Louis 
XV1.36 Naturally, therefore, the words about “the great and dear 
ally” of the United States referred to France, and not to Russia. 
At the same time, the fact itself of the approval in October, 
1780 by the Continental Congress of the declaration of armed 
neutrality, and of the despatch of appropriate instructions to 
the commanders of American warships actually took place, 
and the Russian Government became well informed about it, 
both through the French Minister in St. Petersburg, Charles- 
Oliver de Saint-George, Marquis de Vérac,” and also directly 
from the American representatives in Europe, Charles W. F. 
Dumas and John Adams. In forwarding the decision of the 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Born in 1743, Vérac entered the French diplomatic 
service as Minister to Cassel in 1772 after a military career. After service in Copen- 
hagen as well, he was sent as Minister to St. Petersburg in 1779 to negotiate the 
neutrality of Russia in France's war with Great Britain. He left Russia in 1784. and 
served subsequently in the Netherlands and Switzerland. He resigned and became an 
emigre in 1791. after the French King's flight to Varennes. Returning to France in 
1801. he was restored to his military rank after the Restoration in 1814. and died in 
1828. 
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Continental Congress to the Russian Minister in the Haque, 
Golitsyn, John Adams wrote on March 8, 1781 that he was 
happy “to be the instrument of the formal commitment of the 
United States of America to fidelity towards the transformation 
of international maritime law, which does such honor to the 
present age.”37 

On the whole, the issuance of the declaration of armed 
neutrality in 1780, and the formation subsequently of a league 
of neutral countries headed by Russia, had first-rank signi- 
ficance in the history of the international relations of this period. 
The declaration of armed neutrality, directed in essence against 
the maritime despotism of Great Britain, was advantageous 
for all other states, and especially for the United States. It was 
no accident therefore that the leaders of the young republic 
welcomed it, and that the Continental Congress officially ap- 
proved the principles proclaimed by Russia. Subsequently, 
over the course of many decades, the defense of the rights of 
neutral navigation became a lasting basis of Russo-American 
rapprochement. 


The Mediation Proposal 
1780-1781 


Along with the proclamation of armed neutrality, a most 
important action of Russian diplomacy in 1780-1781 was the 
advancement of a proposal concerning mediation between 
England and her enemies. In the secret report of the College 
of Foreign Affairs to Catherine II of July 31/August 11, 1779, 
which is cited above, it was noted that the acquirement “of the 
enviable role of mediatrix in the present war encompassing 
all parts of the world” would be in the interests of Russia. With 
her ambitious plans, Catherine II was not hesitant to become 
the “arbiter of affairs” at the time of the conclusion of a peace 
which “will embrace all parts of the inhabited world.”}* 

In this ‘connection, one of the main purposes of the pro- 
clamation of armed neutrality was the effort to fortify the inter- 
national authority of Russia and to attribute great significance 
to her peace initiative. Referring to this question, Panin re- 
marked in a report to Catherine II in March, 1780 that the 
union of the neutral Powers “gives still greater importance to 
our impartial efforts to reestablish peace in Europe.”? Golitsyn, 
the Russian Minister in the Hague, in presenting a plan for an 
alliance of neutral Powers for the defense of mercantile navi- 


“TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: By 1780, Catherine’s desire for general peace clearly 
reflected her absorption with her “Greek Project” which involved the expulsion of the 
Turks from southeastern Europe, the cession of the western Balkans to Austria, the 
establishment of a principality for Potyomkin in modern Rumania, and the reestablish- 
ment of the Byzantine Empire in Constantinople, with a Russian prince as its ruler. 
Her first two grandsons, born in 1778 and 1779, respectively, were given Greek names, 
Alexander and Constantine. The older one eventually became the Russian Emperor 
Alexander I (1801-1825), but the younger one, Grand Duke Constantine Pavlovich, 
never came close to the throne of a revived Byzantine Empire, and had to be satisfied 
with the role of Russian Viceroy in Poland between 1815 and 1830. 
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gation, remarked in his turn that his basic goal was “to put an 
end to the war between England and the House of Bourbon, 
by offering her the mediation of the Empress and the [Dutch] 
Republic.”3 

Although the general history of the negotiations which were 
crowned by the signing of peace treaties in 1783 between 
England, on the one hand, and the United States, France, and 
Spain, on the other, is well known, their initial period, and 
above all, the role of Russia in the early stages of the complex 
diplomatic struggle which preceded the opening of concrete 
negotiations, has remained not completely clear until recently. 
Thus, the well-known authority on the diplomatic history of 
the War of the Revolution, Professor Samuel F. Bemis, re- 
marked that the mediation was in essence directed against the 
independence of the United States, and would have led to a 
significant part of its territory remaining in the hands of Great 
Britain.4 Meanwhile, attentive acquaintance with the contents 
of the peace proposals of the Russian Government, and to the 
circumstances in the course of which they were advanced, 
makes it possible to evaluate their objective significance quite 
otherwise. 

In a preliminary and unofficial way, the peace proposals of 
Russia were advanced by Panin in a conversation with the new 
French Minister in St. Petersburg, the Marquis de Vérac, at the 
end of the summer of 1780. The head of the Russian Office 
of Foreign Affairs was convinced already at this time that the 
English could never subdue again their rebelling colonies. How- 
ever, in order to secure the independence of America, without 
thereby wounding the pride of Great Britain, one had, in his 
opinion, to conclude an armistice initially, after which the 
French King would be able to query each of the colonies sepa- 
rately with regard to whether it desired to preserve its indepen- 
dence. More than this, Panin stated frankly in this connection 
that he viewed American independence as advantageous “for 
all countries, and especially for Russia.” In accordance with 
his plan, America would receive “complete freedom to decide 
her own fate, and .. . during the armistice, she would be able 
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to trade freely with all countries.” Adding up the totality of 
everything about which Panin frequently spoke, the French 
Minister reported that therefrom “there is reason to suppose 
that Russia is moving secretly towards leaving independence 
to the Americans.”> 

At first glance it may appear that Panin’s proposals were 
completely unreal, and moreover, not too favorable to the re- 
belling Americans. In diplomatic circles it was supposed that 
in case of the implementation of this plan, both Carolinas 
“were more likely than not to remain true to the British Crown.”6 
Already in June, 1780, Catherine II informed the Austrian 
Emperor Joseph II” of her desire “that peace be concluded and 
that a part of the colonies receive independence.” Finally, 
in December, 1780, in a private conversation with the British 
Minister, James Harris, the Empress expressed herself on this 
subject especially firmly: “Make peace—begin conversations 
with your colonies . . ., try to disunite them.”8 

Speaking generally, there is nothing surprising in the fact 
that the Tsaritsa, during a private audience, cynically recom- 
mended to the English Minister an attempt to divide the re- 
belling colonies (the actions of the monarch were in close 
correspondence with her moral norms). In the given instance, 
however, there is something else important: Catherine II (not 
to speak even of Panin) understood that it.was already impos- 
sible to conquer the rebelling Americans by force of arms, and 
counselled the English to make peace as soon as possible. 
(Moreover, even in the representation of the Tsaritsa, a part 
of the colonies would have to receive independence.) 

In connection with the analysis of the proposals of the Russian 
Government, it is also extremely important to take account of 


“Joseph Il was Holy Roman Emperor from 1765 to 1790, but ruled the Austrian 
hereditary domains jointly with his mother, the Empress Maria Theresa, until 1780. 
A far more sincere enlightened despot than Catherine II, he stirred up rebellions in 
those domains through his reforming efforts of the 1780's. Thereby he was prevented 
from furnishing effective support to Catherine during her second war with the Turks 
between 1787 and 1792. 
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the concrete circumstances, and the time of their advancement. 
We recall that already for several years, a hard and exhausting 
war had been going on without an apparent prospect of suc- 
cess. A significant part of the territory of the United States, 
including New York, was occupied by British troops. In May, 
1780, the English inflicted a heavy defeat on the army of the 
United States at Charleston, as a result of which, a route was 
opened for an offensive into South Carolina and Georgia. On 
August 16, the troops of General Comwallis won yet another 
victory in the South at Camden, South Carolina.9 

Already in November, 1778, the ally of France, Spain, pro- 
posed a peace settlement on the basis of uti possidetis (liter- 
ally, “as you possess” —according to the territories occupied 
at that time by the belligerent parties), analogous to the way in 
which the United Provinces of Holland obtained their indepen- 
dence after the armistice of 1609.!° The French Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, Comte de Vergennes, expressed interest at 
the end of 1778 in such a type of armistice, on the condition 
that England agrée to withdraw her troops from North Amer- 
ica.!! 

Compared to the Spanish proposals, Panin’s project had 
significant advantages. If, in accordance with the principle 
of uti possidetis, New York remained in the hands of the Eng- 
lish King, then Panin proposed to hand over the decision of 
the question of independence to the review of the American 
states themselves (each separately). The principle of the self- 
determination of the states would naturally lead the over- 
whelming majority (if not all) of the former English colonies 
in North America to independence. The young American re- 
searcher David Griffiths recently came to precisely such a 
conclusion.!2 

The significance of the Russian proposals becomes com- 
pletely clear if the attitude of the Comte de Vergennes towards 
them is taken into account. According to the words of the 
French Minister, Panin advanced in conversation with Vérac 
“several ideas” brought forth to resolve the main difficulty— 
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the question of America’s independence —this true “Gordian 
knot of the present war (le noeud Gordien de la présent 
guerre),”"13 

If this knot were cut, then already there would be no doubt 
that peace would be the direct consequence. The Powers 
interested in the reestablishment of peace would scarcely be 
able to refuse to seek an explanation from the “United Pro- 
vinces of America’ of their intentions, and to receive from each 
of them separately an “authenticated declaration” of the desire 
to remain in a state of independence. In the opinion of Ver- 
gennes, this would in no respect destroy the honor of France 
and the obligations undertaken by her. The Americans would 
remain “arbiters and masters” of their situation. “If any one of 
the United Provinces preferred to return under the rule of 
England, the King’s obligations would not be affected to any 
degree,” since the guarantee of the French Government did 
not extend to them in this case. In sum, this would be accept- 
able to France, and at the same time, honorable for Great 
Britain. And the United States itself was not in principle against 
the conclusion of an armistice and the intervention of the neu- 
tral Powers, on the condition that this led later to the recogni- 
tion of its independence.!4 

In instructions looked over by us, Vergennes sympathized 
also to an exceptionally high degree with the league of neutral 
countries headed by Russia. In the words of the French Minister, 
the “real” goal of the existing war consisted of all nations 
enjoying freedom of navigation. Expressing agreement with 
Russia's moving forward into the role of “mediator and arbiter”, 
Vergennes reckoned that in this event, at the time of the con- 
clusion of the peace treaty a reflection of the principle of the 
declaration of Catherine II on armed neutrality would enter 
therein.15 

Already on October 24/November 4, 1780, the Marquis de 
Veérac informed Panin of the benevolent attitude of the French 
Government towards the Russian peace proposals, and on the 
following day, he transmitted the full text of the despatch of 
Vergennes of October 12, 1780.16 This despatch was destined 
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for the eyes of the Empress only, and the Minister emphasized 
especially its deeply confidential character. Panin himself also 
carried on his negotiations with Vérac in strict secrecy, and this 
perhaps explains in part the barrenness of searches for some 
sort of official protocols or memoranda of conversations with 
the French Minister in the files of the College of Foreign Affairs. 
Nothing was known about them either by James Hanis, or by 
his friend, Grigory Aleksandrovich Potyomkin. “I could not 
receive any sort of supplemental information about the pro- 
posal laid before the Empress concerning mediation,” the 
English Minister reported with regret to Lord Stormont, the 
Secretary of State for the Northern Department at the British 
Foreign Office, from St. Petersburg in October, 1780. “Prince 
Potemkin declares his ignorance of this measure, and that 
nothing of the kind appears amongst the papers sent to him... . 
I find it every day more difficult to do business here,” James 
Harris complained in this letter. “Prince Potemkin is either not 
able or afraid to assist me, and my enemies have in their pos- 
session every other avenue of the Court. Your Lordship, how- 
ever, may be assured | will struggle to the last.”!7 

The British diplomat did not doubt that already recently 
“the most perfect understanding” existed between Panin and 
Verac.!8 Soon his fears received official confirmation from the 
mouth of the head of the Office of Foreign Affairs. According 
to the testimony of Harris, Panin, in a conversation with him, 
rated very highly “the prudence, the moderation, the good 
conduct” of the enemies of Great Britain, and along with this, 
laid blame on the English indirectly. He expanded in detail on 
the power, resources, and high morale of the enemies of Great 
Britain, and, referring to the obvious inequality of forces in the 
conflict which was in progress, expressed himself definitely in 
favor of the speediest conclusion of peace. Calculating that 
“nothing could result to us from” the continuation of the strug- 
gle “but distress and ruin, he (i.e., Panin),” wrote Harris, “strongly 
advised our making peace . . . on terms which might meet the 
ideas of all the belligerent powers.” In the words of Harris, the 
Russian Minister argued “the Bourbon cause with as much 
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warmth, but with less eloquence, than the Minister of Versailles 
would have done,” and the English “never must expect any- 
thing but evil” from Panin.!9 

On October 27/November 7, 1780, official instructions were 
sent to the Russian Ministers in London, Paris, and Madrid, 
in which the interest of the Tsarist Government was expressed 
in “the reestablishment of general peace in Europe,” and the 
desire was expressed “to see an end soon to the sufferings of 
the people, and particularly, the shedding of innocent blood, 
in whatever way it is to be achieved.”2° When in December, 
1780, Simolin, the Russian Minister in London, made an offi- 
cial representation to the English Government about mediation 
(the well known “insinuation verbale”), Lord Stormont pre- 
ferred to draw in Austria as well as a mediator”, and thus 
possibly to paralyze the undesirable consequences of the Rus- 
sian initiative.”2! In order to confront the Tsarist Government 
with a fait accompli, and to deprive it of freedom of choice, 
the proposal about drawing Austria into the mediation was 
made “directly” to the Vienna cabinet through the British Am- 
bassador, Sir Robert M. Keith. Taking into account the char- 
acter of Russo-Austrian relations (the preparation of the 
conclusion of a treaty of alliance), and the ever growing interest 
of Russia in her support in Eastern politics, it was in practice 
impossible to decline cooperation with Austria. Being forced 
to consent to joint Russo-Austrian mediation, Panin proposed 
nevertheless to pursue his original peace plan. The detailed 
memorandum about mediation which was presented to Cath- 
erine II and approved by the Russian Empress on January 22/ 
February 2, 1781, has special interest in this connection.22 

In this document, at the very beginning, attention is invited 
to the difference in principle between the positions of the 
belligerent Powers on the question of the independence of 
the rebelling colonies. If England considers “inconsistent with 
her honor acceptance of the independence of the American 
settlements,” France, “by binding herself to the rebels by a 
formal agreement, rests her honor on the contrary event. Ex- 
treme necessity alone, and virtual exhaustion, would be capable 
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of extracting from each of them ideas contrary to these, but 
the position of the belligerent Powers seems far removed from 
this phase.” 

In these circumstances, both mediators must adopt a com- 
pletely impartial position and offer their plan of pacification, 
foreseeing in the first instance the conclusion of “an armistice 
of two or three years in Europe and other parts of the world.” 
(In the memorandum it is specially stipulated that “the Amer- 
ican settlements must be included” in this armistice.) In case 
of the extreme stubbornness of Great Britain over the recogni- 
tion of an American Plenipotentiary, the armistice could be 
concluded “by means of mediators, that is, with the full consent 
of both sides, in a formal act announced through their ministers 
here.” 

The Russian Government noted especially that “means must 
not be taken away from the American settlements of nego- 
tiating with the English Crown and concluding treaties with it 
in common, or individually, by provinces.” Moreover, the pos- 
sibility was foreseen that “France will show pliability in exiting 
with honor from her obligation, and from the war itself, being 
satisfied, for example, with a guarantee of the pacts made 
between England and the American colonies, and various 
trade advantages granted to her.” 

As for the locale of the peace negotiations, the Russian 
Government, “both for the convenience of His Majesty the 
Emperor [Joseph II], and because of the convenience of the 
location of that city,” agreed to elect for Vienna, “in accor- 
dance with which, the Imperial Russian Minister, Prince Dmitry 
Mikhailovich Golitsyn* must be designated and empowered 
to deal with the belligerent Powers jointly with the Imperial 
Ministry, to make appropriate proposals on the subject of 
mediation, and to maintain direct relations with our Ministers 
at other Courts.” 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Prince D. M. Golitsyn should not be confused with his 
relative, Prince Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn, the Minister at the Hague at this time. 
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In close correspondence with the contents of the memor- 
andum analyzed, a Tsarist rescript and full powers were sent 
to Dmitry Mikhailovich Golitsyn on February 4/15, 1781, to 
act “as mediator,” as well as to cooperate in the conclusion “of 
treaties, conventions, or other acts which will be considered 
necessary for the complete and final settlement of all disputes, 
and for the full and complete pacification of the present con- 
fusion.”23 Along with the rescript of February 4/15, 1781, a 
whole array of supplementary materials (including the above- 
mentioned memorandum on mediation), calculated to give 
Golitsyn the fullest possible picture of the mission entrusted 
to him, was sent to Vienna.24 

Simultaneously, the Russian diplomatic representatives in 
London, Paris, and Madrid were instructed to cooperate “in 
the general suggestions and explanations for the achievement 
of the desired” peaceful settlement. “Because of our heart- 
felt desire to return peace and quietude to mankind,” it was 
pointed out in the rescript to Simolin, the Russian Minister in 
London, on February 4/15, 1781, “we are gladly using all 
means available to us in the present important negotiation.” 
To explain the choice of the Austrian capital as a place for the 
conduct of the forthcoming peace congress, the Tsarist Gov- 
ernment pointed out that Vienna “is centrally located for all 
the Powers,” and there “already are several ministers there,” 
which made unnecessary “new and useless expenditures.”25 
“In all discussions with the belligerent Powers and with other 
Powers,” it was recommended to the Russian diplomats that 
they “enter as little as possible into a dissection of American 
affairs, so as not to show partiality to one side, and, no less, 
in order to avoid all mistakes there.”26 

Along with the joint Russo-Austrian mediation in Vienna, 
the Tsarist Government entrusted to its Ministers in London 
and the Hague “the important commission of the mutual 
reconciliation of England and Holland.” Simolin, the Minister 
in London, and Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn, the Minister 
in the Hague, were ordered to offer both Governments their 
friendly services and “formal mediation.” “The nature and form 
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of our good services and mediation,” Catherine II wrote, “must 
naturally depend on the personal will” of the British cabinet 
and of “the Estates General, after a preliminary contact about 
this with them.”27 

Although the Russian Minister in London “exerted all efforts 
in order to convince the British ministry to agree with the inten- 
tions of the Empress,” and to enter into a separate reconcilia- 
tion with Holland, they gave him to understand that England 
did not consider it possible to accept these proposals, while 
referring to the joint Russo-Austrian mediation, and the forth- 
coming negotiations in Vienna. “It seems that they flatter them- 
selves here with the hope,” wrote Simolin, “that the mighty 
influence of the Empress in union with the influence of the 
Emperor [Joseph II] must guarantee the desired success—a 
universal pacification, for which they think it possible to con- 
tinue to exert themselves.”28 

For the Russian Government, it was no secret that the real 
reason for the attack of England on Holland was the adherence 
of the latter to the system of armed neutrality. For this reason, 
England did not desire the conclusion of peace with Holland, 
fearing that in the contrary event, the Republic would use the 
fruits of the “new system” advanced by Russia “in favor of the 
trade and the navigation of the neutral nations.”29 

On May 21, 1781, Prince Dmitry Mikhailovich Golitsyn, the 
Russian Minister in Vienna, and the Austrian Chancellor, Prince 
Wenzel Anton von Kaunitz-Rietberg, sent to the Governments 
of France, Spain, and England their concerted proposals, 
“designed to serve as a basis for negotiations concerning the 
reestablishment of general peace.” This document (by the way, 
already less favorable for the United States than the initial 
Russian proposals) foresaw: (1) that at the congress in Vienna, 
all proposals advanced by the belligerent parties without ex- 
ception would be reviewed. Simultaneously, parallel nego- 
tiations must be carried on between Great Britain and the 
“American colonies” about the reestablishment of peace in 
America, “but without any sort of intervention of other bellig- 
erent parties, and of the two Imperial Courts, unless their inter- 
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vention on this score should be officially requested and offered.” 
(2) Peace with the “American colonies” could be signed only 
simultaneously with the conclusion of a peace treaty between 
the other belligerent countries, and both agreements made 
subject to the “solemn guarantees” of the mediators, and also 
“any other neutral Power whose guarantee the belligerent 
parties may consider necessary.” (3) In order to make the 
peace negotiations independent of unexpected eventualities 
connected with military operations, the conclusion of a general 
armistice for the term of one year was proposed, during which 
the status quo was to be maintained. (4) In approving “this 
plan of negotiations,” the belligerent Powers would have to 
request the mediators to open a session, and to supply their 
representatives without delay with full powers and the instruc- 
tions necessary for the success of the negotiation.”3° 

It is easy to see that at the base of these articles lay the well- 
known proposals of Panin, into which, however, the Govern- 
ment of Austria had introduced a number of vital changes. We 
note in particular that in the Russian proposals, there was 
talk of the “American settlements,” and not of the “American 
colonies.” The duration of the armistice was foreseen as two 
or three years, and not as one year, etc. The Austrian version 
of the Russian proposals thus turned out to be more unfavor- 
able for the United States, but Dmitry Mikhailovich Golitsyn 
and his high command in St. Petersburg did not want to quarrel 
with their new ally on the subject of these “trifles.” 

“I did not hesitate, Most Powerful Sovereign Lady,” Golitsyn 
reported to St. Petersburg, “to consent to the proposal of Prince 
Kaunitz, the more in that, in the month of April last, he in- 
formed me of the formal acceptance of the dual mediation of 
both Imperial Courts which followed from the French and 
Spanish Courts, and also then gave appropriate notice to the 
Court of Your Most High Imperial Majesty as to that accep- 
tance.”3! 

During conversations with the French Ambassador in Vienna, 
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Louis-Auguste le Tonnelier, Baron de Breteuil,” the Austrian 
Chancellor touched on the question of American representa- 
tion and proposed that each state send to the congress its own 
representative. Although at first the Ambassador took a nega- 
tive attitude towards this idea, his chief in Paris, recalling the 
proposals made at one time by Panin, considered it possible 
to fall in behind the Austrian Chancellor. Vergennes under- 
stood that such a course of action would be more acceptable 
to Great Britain, and thought that despite the differences, 
even those states which were occupied anew by the English 
were bound by the obligation to achieve their independence.32 
The idea of plural representation of the rebels possibly still 
attracted Vergennes also because his relations with the Amer- 
ican plenipotentiaries appointed by the Continental Congress 
for the conclusion of a peace treaty and a trade treaty with 
Great Britain, already at the end of 1779, were turning out to 
be totally bad. The egotistical and suspicious John Adams was 
in many respects on opposite sides to Benjamin Franklin, who, 
as is well known, possessed a rare skill in maneuvering, and 
striking diplomatic tact, which made it possible for him to win 
the confidence of the French cabinet, and an enormous suc- 
cess in the Parisian salons. Even the very form of presenting 
John Adams as “the colleague of Mr. Franklin” always re- 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Born in 1733, Baron de Breteuil was of considerable 
importance in both French diplomacy and French domestic politics in the eighteenth 
century. He began his diplomatic career at Cologne in 1758, and two years later be- 
came the Minister in Russia. Catherine II liked him, but later, in Stockholm, he helped 
Prepare the coup d'état of 1772 which she very much disliked. He went to Vienna 
first in 1770, but was soon transferred to other posts before returning there a second 
time in 1778. Upon returning to France in 1783, he became a Minister of State. 
Though a favorite of Louis XVI, he was ousted from office by Calonne. Having op- 
Posed the convocation of the Estates-General in 1789, he was made head of the 
Government after the second dismissal of Necker in that year. The Fall of the Bastille 
forced the King to dismiss a Government which was anathema to the new National 
Assembly, but Breteuil fled abroad with a secret commission from the King to work 
for the intervention of foreign Powers in French affairs. Needless to say, he remained 
abroad until the establishment of the Consulate made it possible for him to return to 
France in 1802. He died in 1807. 
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minded the lawyer from Massachusetts of the popularity of 
his illustrious fellow countryman at the Court, in the haut 
monde, among scholars and literary people, and to no slight 
degree, among the French ladies. Not without surprise did 
Adams reflect that French women (in contrast to American 
ones) nourished “an inexplicable inclination to fall in love with 
old men.”33 

Franklin did not succeed in changing the “strait-laced” Adams 
into a more easy-going Adams, and in the summer of 1781, 
Vergennes was forced to call in the American plenipotentiary 
from the Hague in order to discuss with him the perspectives 
of a peace congress in Vienna. Having scarcely succeeded in 
becoming acquainted with the Austro-Russian proposals, Adams 
hastened to send to Philadelphia a letter about their obvious 
inacceptability for the United States. “I can never agree to the 
mediation of any powers, however respectable, until they have 
acknowledged our sovereignty, so far at least as to admit a 
minister plenipotentiary from the United States as the repre- 
sentative of a free and independent power.’34 

While not objecting to separate negotiations with England, 
Adams at that time was definitely against an armistice on the 
basis of the status quo, which was foreseen in the third article 
of the Austro-Russian proposals. Such an armistice would lead, 
after its conclusion, only to “another long and bloody war.” 
The necessary terms would therefore be: (1) preservation in 
full measure of the existing treaties of alliance throughout all 
the duration of the armistice, and right up to the final recogni- 
tion by England of American independence, and (2) the with- 
drawal prior to the armistice “of British land and naval arma- 
ments” from all parts of the United States.35 

After further thought, the American Plenipotentiary cooled 
off and calmed down. Some of the proposals of the mediators 
began to seem to him already fully satisfactory. Thus, for ex- 
ample, the proposal about a separate treaty between the United 
States and England seemed to him “to be a benevolent inven- 
tion to avoid several difficulties’ —to save the “national pride” 
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of Great Britain and to avoid preliminary recognition of Amer- 
ican independence (inasmuch as the Imperial Courts might 
consider such recognition inconsistent with their role of medi- 
ators, and even of neutral countries). “I cannot see that the 
United States would make any concession, or submit to any 
indignity, or do anything inconsistent with her character if 
their Minister should appear at Vienna, or elsewhere with the 
ministers of other powers, and conduct any negotiation with 
a British minister, without having the independence of the 
United States or his own title and character acknowledged or 
ascertained by any other power except France until the pacifica- 
tion should be concluded.” In agreeing to go to Vienna and 
take part in the peace congress, Adams withdrew all earlier 
objections, with the exception of those which related to the 
status quo and the armistice.36 

Adams came to the most important conclusion, however, 
exactly ten days after Comte de Vergennes acquainted him 
with the content of the Austro-Russian proposals. The con- 
versation was about the idea of sending to Vienna representa- 
tives of all thirteen American states for the subsequent peace 
negotiations with Great Britain. The experienced lawyer and 
specialist in constitutional law reminded Vergennes that the 
Articles of Confederation had been ratified and sent “to all 
the courts and nations of the world.” The European news- 
Papers could broadcast this constitution, and now it was well 
known to all. “By this constitution all power and authority of 
negociating with foreign powers is expressly delegated” to the 
Confederation Congress. “If the two imperial courts should 
address their articles to the States separately, no governor or 
president of any one of those Commonwealths could even 
communicate it to the legislature.” And therefore there was no 
other way for the transmission of anything to the American 
people than through the Congress of the United States. In 
taking account of all these circumstances, Adams pointed out 
that the very “idea of summoning ministers from the thirteen 
States may not be countenanced at all.”37 
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According to the well-turned expression of Professor Richard 
B. Morris, John Adams “had put a spoke in the wheel, and the 
mediation soon came to a stop.”38 The modest lawyer from 
Massachusetts, without special doubts, crossed out the cunning 
and complex plan of peace negotiations advanced initially in 
St. Petersburg by Panin, given preliminary approval in Paris 
by the Comte de Vergennes, and finally, revised in Vienna by 
Prince Kaunitz. It became clear that negotiations were possible 
only with the representatives of one sovereign state—the 
United States of America.39 

The main cause of the failure of the Russo-Austrian project 
of mediation lay, however, not in the position of John Adams, 
the more in that he always expressed agreement to partici- 
pating in a peace congress in Vienna, but to the stubborn lack 
of desire of England “to consent to the idependence of Amer- 
ica.” According to the testimony of Russian Minister Simolin, 
“this point has such enormous significance for the most impor- 
tant interests of England and her prestige,” that the British 
cabinet “will never give way in this question and there will not 
be any progress in the peace negotiations so long as France will 
insist on this condition.”4° 

Referring to the reply of the British cabinet to the joint 
Austro-Russian proposals, Simolin wrote N. S. Khotinsky in 
Paris in June, 1781 that therein “is contained a rejection of ne- 
gotiations insofar as they relate to the American colonies, with 
which they firmly intend to do business only as with subjects, 
and therefore everything that relates to them in the first, sec- 
ond, and third preliminary articles is considered inacceptable 
and contradictory to the integrity of the King, to the basic in- 
terests of his nation, and to the rights of his Crown. It looks as 
if the King, the ministry, and the nation have decided they 
would sooner go down with arms in hand than to consent to 
dishonor . . . If the two Courts, moving forward in the capacity 
of mediators, do not find any means for the reconciliation of 
the parties, then the time of the beginning of negotiations about 
general peace will be put off still more.”4! 
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Even on November 15, 1781 (i.e., already after the surrender 
of the troops of General Cornwallis at Yorktown, but before 
anything about this event became known in London), Lord 
Stormont, in a conversation with Simolin, categorically rejected 
the possibility of the recognition of the independence of the 
United States or the concession of Gibraltar to Spain. 

In the words of the conservative Lord, “the British nation is 
fighting for its vital interests and its political existence,” and it 
would not sign “a shameful peace even if the French seize the 
Tower [of London].” As for the “absurd demand of Spain con- 
cerning the offer of a full guarantee of the concession of Gi- 
braltar,” Stormont thought that with such an excuse, he would 
be able “to demand in advance the concession of Madrid.” As 
Russian Minister Simolin wrote, “the only arbiter” in this serious 
confrontation of interests could become arms alone.42 

As we have seen, the general situation in 1781 was little 
favorable to the success of proposals concerning mediation. 
“In politics as in other things,” Frederick II [of Prussia] re- 
marked on this subject, “to everything its time.... No one eats 
cherries in February if they do not ripen in June.”43 Of course, 
at the disposal of the mediators, and in particular of Russia, 
were some means of making the British cabinet more con- 
ciliatory. The most decisive of the Russian diplomats, in the 
first place, Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn, proposed already 
at the beginning of 1781 that direct military pressure be exerted 
on England. 

“Let the Sovereign Empress send out 20 of Her ships,” wrote 
the Russian Minister in the Hague to Panin on January 29/ 
February 9, 1781. “Let the [Dutch} Republic add 30 of hers, 
and Sweden and Denmark, 20 more. Let this united squadron 
be disposed along the coast of Holland in such a way that the 
Dutch ports remain in its rear, and thus it is enabled neither to 
take any risks, nor to fear any one. Let them, besides, close the 
Baltic Sea completely for the English, and valiantly resist the 
parry, so that, by depriving them thus of any sort of supplies 
and equipment, they will be able to knock some sense into 
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them. In order, finally, to incline them in this direction, it would 
be possible to threaten to move against them with all these 
forces.” 

“If these plans should be carried out, then, in my opinion, 
mediation will be proposed to the Empress unfailingly. In this 
case, peace will be concluded on just and well-advised terms, 
and consequently, advantages acquired for the rest of the states 
of Europe.” 

“(1)Moreover, freedom of navigation and trade will be guar- 
anteed for all the European nations. (2)England would be forced 
to accept a new maritime code for neutral states, as the Sov- 
ereign Empress has so wisely found. (3)It would be possible to 
recognize the independence of the Americans, inasmuch as 
England has been stubborn on this point, although it cannot 
be hoped in any way to subjugate them at any time, even if 
they confront them with their own forces. Consequently, we 
must in the future remove this stumbling block. (4)It would 
be possible through the subsequent terms of this peace to re- 
establish the balance between England and France. | think it 
is not in the interests of Europe that the latter become the pre- 
dominant Power, but it is in the interests of each of us that a 
balance of forces exist between these two Powers.”44 

Golitsyn’s recommendations were too radical for them to be 
capable of winning approval in St. Petersburg to the full extent. 
It is true that in the secret report of Panin, Osterman, and the 
Bakunin brothers to Catherine II in April, 1781, for the “in- 
clining” of the London Court “to a greater spirit of concilia- 
tion,” the deployment beyond the Sound “for a set period of a 
Russian, Danish, and Swedish squadron, and their cruising 
in such proximity to each other that they represent a powerful 
and ready naval militia” was recommended. Simultaneously, 
however, the members of the Foreign College emphasized that 
“the inviolable rule” was the preservation “in all stringency” 
of neutrality with respect to all belligerent Powers, “since un- 
der the shadow thereof, our own Russian navigation will be es- 
tablished and grow from year to year.”45 
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The secret report surveyed by us was one of the last impor- 
tant documents prepared by the College of Foreign Affairs 
under the leadership of Nikita Ivanovich Panin. In May, 1781, 
Panin was sent on vacation, and then definitely removed from 
the leadership of foreign affairs. Grigory Aleksandrovich Pot- 
yomkin linked the removal of Panin with the actions of British 
Minister James Harris, and in particular, with a conversation of 
the British Minister with Catherine II in March, 1781.46 Al- 
though Potyomkin, according to all appearances, somewhat 
overrated the “services” of his English friend, objectively the 
departure of Panin turned out to be very opportune for British 
diplomacy. “The Prussian, French, and Dutch Ministers,” 
wrote Harris, “consider themselves left without a head.”4? 

The correspondence about mediation was carried on simul- 
taneously with negotiations concerning the conclusion of a 
treaty of alliance with Austria.48 Thereafter, to the degree that 
the interest of the Tsarist Government grew in Eastern affairs, 
in the alliance with Austria, and in the annexation of the Crimea, 
its interest in mediation in European and American affairs 
diminished. In this same regard, actually all the threads of medi- 
tation were concentrated in Vienna, and then in Paris, where 
Russian influence turned out to be quite limited. 

Along with this, the very fact of the advancement by Panin of 
a concrete plan of mediation, and the subsequent frequent 
démarches of the Russian Government in favor of the con- 
clusion of peace could not fail to be of use to the opening of 
direct negotiations, and to a final peace settlement. 


| 


Francis Dana’s Mission 
1781-1783 


The rejection by Catherine II of the proposals of Great Brit- 
ain on the conclusion of a treaty of alliance, the proclamation 
of the Declaration of Armed Neutrality, and finally, Panin’s 
proposal as to a peace settlement, changed essentially the 
initial idea about Russia’s attitude towards the War of the 
American Revolution, and even led to the spreading in America 
of hopes too optimistic and not well founded. In taking account 
of the significance of Russia's position, and evaluating highly 
the proclamation by Catherine II of armed neutrality, the Con- 
tinental Congress adopted in the middle of December, 1780, 
a resolution about the necessity of the despatch to St. Peters- 
burg of an American diplomatic representative. A commission 
was created for the drawing up of full powers and instructions 
to the new Minister, one composed of John Duane, John 
Witherspoon, and James Madison, and as candidates for the 
vacant post, Francis Dana, Arthur Lee, and Colonel Alexander 
Hamilton were put forward.1 

Francis Dana, “late delegate in Congress from the State of 
Massachusetts Bay, and a member of the council of said state,” 
turned out to be the choice for the post of Minister on Decem- 
ber 19, 1780.2 On that same day, the President of the Con- 
tinental Congress, Samuel! Huntington, signed the appropriate 
instructions, full powers, and letters of credence for the new 
Minister.’ “The great object of your negotiation,” it was pointed 
out in these instructions, “is to engage her imperial majesty to 
favour and support the sovereignty and independence of these 
United States, and to lay a foundation for a good understand- 
ing and friendly intercourse between the subjects of her Im- 
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perial Majesty and the citizens of these United States, to the 
mutual advantage of both nations.”4 In case of a favorable re- 
ception, Francis Dana was to sign in St. Petersburg the con- 
vention about the adherence of the United States to the armed 
neutrality, and to reach an agreement about a treaty concern- 
ing friendship and trade. (Moreover, apparently, it was not 
taken into account that the participation of the United States, 
as a belligerent party, in the league of neutral Powers was 
scarcely possible at the time, even in a purely formal way.) 

Later, in October, 1781, Robert Livingstone, having been 
chosen Secretary for Foreign Affairs, wrote Francis Dana that 
the American people entertained the “highest respect” for the 
Petersburg Court. “They consider the plan of the armed neu- 
trality as the best proof of an enlarged and generous policy” 
of the Government of Catherine II, and the execution of this 
plan as an important charter in the liberation of world trade 
from despotism. In sending information of the decisive victory 
of the united forces of France and the United States over the 
troops of Lord Cornwallis in Virginia, and the capture of 
around 7,000 English soldiers and sailors, Livingstone con- 
tinued: “You will not fail to make use of this intelligence which 
must fix our independence not only beyond all doubt, but even 
beyond all controversy.”5 

That which seemed completely obvious in Philadelphia was 
far from being recognized at once in the diplomatic chancel- 
leries of monarchical Europe. When in the spring of 1781, 
Francis Dana acquainted the Comte de Vergennes with the 
instructions given him, the experienced French Minister at once 
expressed doubt about the expediency of the trip of the Ameri- 
can diplomat to St. Petersburg, inasmuch as Russia still did not 
recognize the independence of the United States. Vergennes 
consented to be reconciled to the trip only after it was explained 
that Dana proposed to put in an appearance at the Tsarist capi- 
tal only in the capacity of “a mere private gentleman, travelling 
with a view of obtaining some knowledge of that country.” The 
cautious Benjamin Franklin recommended delaying the trip, 
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and taking counsel in advance with the Russian Minister in 
the Hague, Prince Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn.’ 

Francis Dana himself preferred, however, to follow the ad- 
vice of his countryman and defender, John Adams, who was 
convinced of the contrary. In his opinion, the circumstances 
for the mission of Dana to Russia were very favorable, and 
turning to Golitsyn would lead only to unnecessary difficul- 
ties and delays. The United States had nothing that it would be 
necessary to conceal from other Powers. On the contrary, 
America “has been too long silent in Europe. Her cause is that 
of all nations and all men, and it needs nothing but to be ex- 
plained to be approved.” Thus, at least, thought Adams himself, 
and he remarked further that “no measure of Congress was 
ever taken in a more proper time or with more wisdom, in my 
opinion, than the appointment of a minister at The Hague and 
at St. Petersburgh.” 

Encouraged by the advice of his old colleague, Francis Dana 
set out on July 7, 1781, from Amsterdam to St. Petersburg, 
where he arrived on August 27, 1781.9 The son of John 
Adams, the subsequently illustrious John Quincy Adams, who 
stayed in Russia more than a year, went along with Dana in 
the capacity of his secretary in St. Petersburg.1° 

Some days following his arrival in the Russian capital, Fran- 
cis Dana made the Marquis de Vérac aware of his mission. The 
French Minister at once expressed doubt that the Tsarist Gov- 
ernment would agree to recognize the representative of a 
state which, in its eyes, still not did exist politically. Moreover, 
this step would unavoidably provoke protests of Great Britain, 
and put in doubt the impartiality of the mediation. A supple- 
mentary objection to the establishment of contacts with the 
Tsarist Government was Dana’s lack of knowledge of the French 
language.!! 

The persistent lawyer from Massachusetts did not want to 
agree with the conclusions of Vérac, and thought that “to 
seclude myself in a hotel” would be a betrayal of “the honor 
and dignity of the United States."Moreover, he was convinced 
that Catherine II could not propose mediation, and consent to 
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the participation of an American representative at the peace 
congress, if she did not recognize the political existence of 
the United States, the independence of which had already been 
proclaimed on July 4, 1776. Vérac had to explain that in ac- 
cordance with the Russo-Austrian plan, the negotiations of 
Great Britain with the rebelling colonists would have to take 
place without the intervention of the other belligerent parties 
and the Imperial! Courts, if their intervention were not officially 
requested. !2 

In the end, the American diplomat had to agree with the con- 
clusions of the Minister of the French King, and to refrain from 
any sort of official representations to the Tsarist Government. 
Moreover, Francis Dana arrived in St. Petersburg at the time 
when Panin was already removed from the leadership of the 
Office of Foreign Affairs. True, he was initially, as is well known, 
only sent on a three-month vacation, and rumors went about in 
the capital about his early return. Dana counted precisely on 
this, when he decided to follow the advice of his French col- 
league, and not to be in a hurry with an official announce- 
ment of his mission. “I am told Count Panin will shortly return 
to court, and that he has the most favorable sentiments of the 
United States of any of her Imperial majesty’s ministers,” Dana 
reported in his first despatch from the Russian capital in Sep- 
tember, 1781."13 

But nevertheless the hopes for the return of Nikita Ivanovich 
Panin were not destined to be realized. Aleksandr Alekseyevich 
Bezborodko* and Grigory Aleksandrovich Potyomkin exerted 
ever greater influence on defining the course of Russia’s for- 
eign policy. The center of the attention of Catherine II’s Gov- 
ernment was relocated towards the East, and above all, towards 
the annexation of the Crimea, and interest in cutting short the 


“TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: A native of Belorussia, Bezborodko acquired military 
fame as a protege of Field Marshal Rumyantsev during the First Turkish War (1768- 
1774). Born in 1746, he became in 1781 the effective head of a Russian College of 
Foreign Affairs of which Osterman was only the nominal head. He was named Vice- 
Chancellor in 1784. He survived the change of rulers in 1796, since Emperor Paul 
named him Chancellor in 1797, and, like Catherine Il, loaded him with rewards and 
honors. He died in 1799. 
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military activities in Europe and America diminished corres- 
pondingly. We must also take into account that English diplom- 
acy exerted all efforts to ward off the establishment of direct 
diplomatic relations between the two countries. It had scarcely 
just become known in London in the spring of 1781 about the 
appointment of Francis Dana to St. Petersburg before the Brit- 
ish Foreign Secretary, Lord Stormont, was not slow in advising 
Russian Minister Simolin that in England “they are not at all 
reassured by this, and think that they would give offense to the 
friendly feelings of Her Imperial Majesty for Great Britain if 
they suspected even the slighest desire on her part to receive 
this new Minister at her Court.”!4 Not relying very much, ap- 
parently, on just the “friendly feelings” of the Empress, British 
Minister James Harris undertook open pressure in St. Peters- 
burg for the purpose of preventing the success of Francis Dana’s 
mission, warning that in the conditions of the approaching war 
with Turkey, it was scarcely expedient for Russia “to approve a 
measure which will always arouse the hostility of the English 
nation.” 15 

After the receipt of news of the conclusion of a preliminary 
peace treaty, and the assurance of Pyotr Vasilyevich Bakunin 
that “his mission and his person were completely acceptable to 
the Empress,” Dana decided on February 24/March 7, 1783, 
to advise the Russian Government officially of his appoint- 
ment to the post of Minister of the United States in St. Peters- 
burg.!6 The renewal in March, 1783 of the Russo-Austrian 
mediation mission forced Catherine II to put off the granting 
of an official audience to Dana. However, at that time, free 
access to members of the Tsarist Government was maintained 
for him. On April 12/23, in a conversation with Dana, Vice- 
Chancellor Osterman advised that until the signing of the de- 
finitive treaty of peace, the Empress could not recognize the 
American Minister, inasmuch as this would be inconsistent with 
the rules of neutrality, and with the role of impartial mediator 
adopted by her. “Just as soon as that treaty is completed,” 
Osterman stated, “he (Francis Dana) may be assured that then 
already no difficulties will stand in the way of carrying on di- 
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rect communication with him and with his superiors.” Oster- 
man pointed out also the necessity of the presentation of a new 
letter of credence.!” 

The formal motives advanced by the Russian Government 
encountered the definite objections of Francis Dana. The de- 
mand for the presentation of new letters of credence especially 
disturbed the American Minister. In a lengthy memorandum 
presented to Osterman on April 27/May 8, 1783, Dana pointed 
out that the United States had already been an independent 
and sovereign state for around seven years, and its indepen- 
dence did not flow at all from the recognition of the English 
King.18 

The argumentation of Francis Dana, based on the principles 
of popular sovereignty, could not, it goes without saying, make 
a special impression (on the contrary, only a negative one) on 
the Tsarist Government. In the official reply to Dana of June 3/ 
14, 1783, it was emphasized that although the Empress re- 
ceived “with a feeling of satisfaction” news of the despatch of 
an official representative of the United States, she could rec- 
ognize him only after the signing of the final peace treaty. Along 
with this (and this is very important), it was pointed out in the 
reply that not only Dana, but also all his countrymen who came 
to Russia “on commercial or other affairs” would encounter 
“the most favorable reception and the protection of the laws 
of nations.”!9 In essence, this meant recognition de facto. 

As for the touchy question of the time of the existence of 
the United States as an independent state from a juridical 
point of view, the Russian Government preferred to decline 
to consider “such a delicate matter.” Osterman very trans- 
parently remarked, “personally” to Francis Dana, “that the 
less he enters into disputes and discussions, the more pleasant 
will be his person, and the sooner he will achieve the desired 
success in this matter.”2° Thanks to the “assurances” given 
him, Dana promised to await the signing of the final peace 
treaty.21 

By an irony of fate, at the same time that Francis Dana was 
obtaining official recognition in St. Petersburg, they were al- 
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ready reaching a decision in the United States as to his recall. 
Already on February 26, 1783, Robert Livingstone wrote to 
the President of the Continental Congress that he did not see 
reasons for the further presence of Dana in Russia, and did 
not consider it expedient to have a diplomatic representative 
in St. Petersburg after the conclusion of the peace treaty.22 
Accordingly, on April 1, 1783, the Congress passed a resolu- 
tion about the recall of Dana to the United States on the con- 
dition that, at the moment of the receipt of the resolution 
mentioned, he would not be carrying on negotiations with the 
Russian Government. In this case, the desire was expressed 
that the negotiations be wound up prior to his return.23 

As was already noted, at the time of his appointment to St. 
Petersburg in December, 1780, Francis Dana was empowered 
to sign a convention concerning adherence to the armed neu- 
trality, and to reach an agreement about a project for a treaty 
of friendship and trade. In the new conditions, when the inde- 
pendence of the United States was actually secured, and the 
preliminary peace treaty was signed, they became less in need 
of quests for new allies, and even feared being drawn into the 
system of European politics, in particular in connection with 
proposals about adherence to the armed neutrality made by 
Holland. The powers of Dana in the part about the conclusion 
of an agreement concerning the adherence of the United 
States to the armed neutrality were not renewed, inasmuch 
as “the true interests of the States requires that they should 
be as little as possible entangled in the politics and contro- 
versies of European nations.” Along with this, it was noted in 
the resolution of June 12, 1783, that on the whole the liberal 
principles of the league of neutrals were favorable for the in- 
terests of all countries, especially the United States, and “ought, 
in that view, to be promoted by the latter as far as will consist 
with their fundamental policy.”24 

Having received from the American Congress the order to 
return to the United States, Francis Dana advised Vice-Chan- 
cellor Osterman on July 28/August 8, 1783, of his intention 


Francis Dana's Mission 69 


to depart from St. Petersburg. To avoid “misapprehensions” 
about the reasons for his unexpected departure, Dana con- 
sidered it expedient to refer to ill health and personal affairs 
in a letter to Osterman on August 3/14, 1783.25 

By an irony of history, Dana departed from St. Petersburg 
on August 24/September 4, 1783, on the next day after the 
signing of the final peace treaty at Versailles.25¢ Telegraph 
communications did not exist at that time, and so the Minister 
did not wait for an official audience with Catherine II. But this, 
of course, was not the important thing, if one keeps in view the 
actual reasons for the slight productivity of his mission. After 
the removal of Panin in the spring of 1781, concerning whose 
benevolent attitude towards the cause of American indepen- 
dence something was said above, it was not possible, it goes 
without saying, to count on the success of Dana’s mission. 
Relations with Turkey, and in the first place, the annexation 
of the Crimea, attracted the basic attention of Russian diplo- 
macy. Catherine II herself was almost not interested in Amer- 
ican affairs, and on June 11/22, 1783, she wrote frankly to 
Baryatinsky, and to Arkady Ivanovich Morkov,” in Paris: “When 
the occupation of the Crimea is made known to the public, 
then you may say without attribution in answer to questions 
put to you, and so in your conversations, while following the 
reasons laid forth in the manifesto, that Russia has not meddled 
in recent years in foreign affairs, such as, for example, in the 
occupation of Corsica [by France in 1768], the recognition of 
the independence of the English settlements in America, and 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Morkov, born in 1747, graduated from the University 
of Moscow, where, like Fonvizin and Bogdanovich, mentioned in this book, he was 
considered one of the best students. He was the assistant of Prince D. A. Golitsyn at 
the Russian Embassy in the Hague during 1781-1783, but failed in efforts to negotiate 
a peace treaty between the Dutch Republic and Great Britain. Morkov was Russian 
Minister in Sweden during 1783-1786, but during the succeeding decade, served in 
the College of Foreign Affairs as the strong right arm of Bezborodko, and of the last 
of the favorites of Catherine Il, Platon A. Zubov. Though disgraced by Emperor Paul, 


he served as Ambassador to Paris under Alexander I during 1801-1803. He died in 
1827. 
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such like, and that in return for this, she has the right to de- 
mand that other Powers not interfere in the acquisition of the 
Tatar lands by her, and that, while acting unilaterally, and being 
in close alliance with the Roman Emperor [i.e., Joseph Il, the 
Holy Roman Emperor and hereditary ruler of the Austrian 
possessions], she did not of course let her ally be disturbed on 
this occasion.”26 

Francis Dana himself lived in St. Petersburg not only in 
almost complete isolation from the Tsarist Government, but 
also from Russian society as a whole, although in the very 
beginning of the instructions given him by the Continental 
Congress, it was pointed out that “the great object” of his mis- 
sion, along with obtaining the support of Catherine II, was “to 
lay a foundation for a good understanding and friendly inter- 
course between the subjects of her Imperial majesty and the 
citizens of these United States, to the mutual advantage of 
both nations.”27 

For all practical purposes, Francis Dana did little to carry out 
this important part of his mission. Being in St. Petersburg 
around two years, he doubtless had the chance to establish 
ties with those circles of Russian society which could work to 
some degree for the success of his mission, the more in that, 
in this regard, the outstanding example of Benjamin Franklin 
in France was available. Of course, France was on the eve of 
the Revolution; this was not the serf-holding Russia of the time 
of Catherine II. It was not possible to count on the special 
success of the Puritan diplomat. It is just as obvious, however, 
that Dana was not Benjamin Franklin, and this is why it was 
more difficult for the obscure lawyer from Massachusetts to 
penetrate the highest society of St. Petersburg, than for his 
illustrious colleague, the celebrated investigator of nature and 
philosophy, to penetrate the Parisian salons. The activity of 
Dana was made still more difficult in connection with the fact 
that he was ignorant, not only of the Russian language, but 
even of the French language, and this alone could not fail al- 
ready to have the most negative effect during his presence in 
St. Petersburg.274 
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But if formal recognition of the United States as an inde- 
pendent state did not take place at that time (after the con- 
clusion of the peace with England, the American Government 
itself, fearing being drawn into the European system of poli- 
tics, did not show interest in the establishment of diplomatic 
relations with St. Petersburg), one may speak with good reason 
about the de facto recognition of the new state, in essence. 
Giving credence to this are, above all, the above-mentioned 
reply of the Russian Government to Francis Dana of June 3/ 
14, 1783, the practical activity of Russian diplomats abroad, 
and finally, the official instructions received by them somewhat 
later from St. Petersburg. Significant in particular is the com- 
munication by the Russian Minister in Paris, Baryatinsky, in 
the summer of 1783 to the effect that Benjamin Franklin made 
“the first visit to the whole diplomatic corps, and all the Am- 
bassadors and Ministers returned it.”28 

However, all this was to a certain degree only a formality. 
It is much more important that, as the materials studied by 
us show, the general position of Russia in the difficult and 
critical years for the United States of the struggle for its free- 
dom and independence had, objectively, a vital significance for 
the improvement of the international position of the rebelling 
colonies, for the diplomatic isolation of England, and, in the 
end, for the victory of the United States in the struggle against 
the mother country. A number of documents on the media- 
tion of Russia bear witness already about her effort —given, it 
is true, very cautious expression — to influence England towards 
a reconcilation with the rebels, and towards the recognition 
of their independence. We are not talking, let it be understood, 
about any sort of “sympathies” of Catherine II and her govern- 
ment for the rebelling colonists, but about Realpolitik consid- 
erations—the ever growing dissatisfaction with the policy of 
the British cabinet; the effort of the Empress to play the role 
of arbiter in European affairs; the understanding of the un- 
avoidability of the separation of the colonies, and even the 
interest of Russia in the formation of an independent United 
States; support for the European “balance”; and strengthening 
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of the international prestige and influence of Russia, etc. The 
proclamation by Russia in 1780 of the Declaration of Armed 
Neutrality had enormous international significance. This dec- 
laration, with its point directed against England, was advan- 
tageous for all other countries, and especially for the United 
States. 

Even after the removal of Nikita Ivanovich Panin in May, 
1781, and the changing of the general course of the foreign 
policy of Russia, the Tsarist Government did not give up the 
idea of exerting itself, in case of cooperation, for the achieve- 
ment of a reconciliation between England and her rebelling 
colonies. 

Thus, in February, 1782, in transmitting to Vice-Chancellor 
Osterman “the will of the Most High,” the all-powerful secre- 
tary of Catherine II, Bezborodko, wrote that while pursuing 
“a disposition friendly to the Crown of Great Britain,” the 
Empress “would very much desire that the matter between 
the latter and the settlers in America which have pulled away 
from her, and which at this time was the only obstacle to a 
pacification, could be ended by an unimpeded and preliminary 
agreement between them, and that the current presence in 
Holland of Mr. Wentworth, as well as of Adams, the emissary 
of the settlements mentioned, could produce this result.” In 
correspanding instructions to Arkady Ivanovich Morkov in this 
connection, it was proposed simultaneously to emphasize that 
he act in this question with extreme caution, “without giving 
England reason to conclude that the Court here wanted to 
meddle in the matter with the American settlements.”29 

The defeat of the English troops in America produced in 
the spring of 1782 the fall of the old Tory cabinet, and the 
coming to power of the Whig Government of Rockingham and 
Fox. There did not remain for England any way out except the 
recognition of the independence of the United States, and an 
agreement on the opening of peace negotiations. “When the 
former ministry stated to me, and repeated,” reported Russian 
Minister Simolin from London on June 7/18, 1782, “that the 
nation would sooner bury itself under the ruins of the state than 
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proceed to the recognition of the independence of America, 
which Your Excellency will be good enough to remember, it 
spoke in a high tone, and disposed of the votes of the electors, 
prior to the catastrophe of the capture of the army of Corn- 
wallis .. . Events in the Chesapeake created a new situation, 
and caused the resignation of the ministry mentioned. If at that 
time, the chances for the victory and for the defeat of British 
arms had been equal, I am inclined to think that the ministry 
mentioned would have continued still to exist, and would not 
have given up its plan to subjugate America by force of arms, 
and for this purpose, to resort to the most extreme mea- 
sures. 30 

In connection with the preparation of the signing of the 
definitive peace treaty in Paris in the summer of 1783, the 
question of Austro-Russian mediation arose anew. On this 
occasion, there was talk of the purely formal side of the mat- 
ter— whether the signatures of the Russian and Austrian repre- 
sentatives would be put on the text of the treaty. This procedural 
matter nevertheless had a vital significance for the United 
States, inasmuch as from the formal act of the signature of the 
treaty by Russia and Austria, there flowed official recognition 
of the independence of the new state by the Governments of 
both Powers. It is therefore understandable that when the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of France, Vergennes, asked the 
American plenipotentiaries whether the United States did not 
want to sign the definitive peace treaty with the mediation of 
the Courts of St. Petersburg and Vienna, they were not slow in 
responding affirmatively.21 On the other hand, the English 
representative, David Hartley, definitely turned down this pro- 
posal. 

The Russian Minister in Paris, Baryatinsky, reported on this 
subject to St. Petersburg on August 13/24, 1783: “Yesterday 
I had a meeting with Franklin; he always converses with me 
with complete confidence. Between conversations, I offered 
him my personal felicitations on the subject of the reference 
made by Adams about their intention to invite us and Count 
Mercy [the Austrian Ambassador] to the signing of the treaty 


74 RUSSIA AND THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION 


with England . . . Franklin responded to me: We, of course, 
would always consider that a special honor had been conferred 
on us, that the beginning of our independence had been con- 
firmed, and for our part, we will exert all efforts for this, but we 
are still not sure as to whether we may have the honor, since 
Mr. Hartley, the English Commissioner, with whom we are now 
negotiating on this matter, is opposing us on this, referring to 
the fact that England does not need any sort of mediation.”32 

In the negotiations which Franklin and Adams conducted 
with Hartley and Vergennes, the French Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, although he put on the appearance of “a perfect im- 
partiality,” was also against acceptance of mediation in the 
matter, and in the end, the question was laid aside. For the 
American representatives, it was no secret that this opposition 
flowed from the effort of England and France to ward off a 
strengthening of the international position of the United States. 
“The signature of the two Imperial courts (he is talking of the 
St. Petersburg and Vienna Courts),” wrote John Adams, 
“would have made a deep and important impression in our 
favor upon full one-half of Europe as friends to those courts, 
and upon all the other half as enemies.” 33 

As a result, the Russian plenipotentiaries, Baryatinsky and 
Morkov, signed only the peace treaties of England with France 
and Spain.34 On the final peace treaty between Great Britain 
and the United States, concluded in Paris on October 3, 1783, 
their signatures were lacking. Already after the official signing 
of the treaty, Benjamin Franklin “privately” transmitted its 
text to the Russian plenipotentiaries, who esteemed it “a duty” 
to present this document to Catherine II.35 

In connection with the end of the war in America, Franklin 
also turned over to Baryatinsky for transmission to Catherine 
II “a document, the Constitution of the United American Pro- 
vinces, and a medal struck on their independence.”36 At that 
time, Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn, the Russian Minister in 
the Hague, received the stern instruction to refrain from of- 
ficial recognition of John Adams as the American Minister in 
Holland. When in June, 1784, Adams made to Golitsyn’s 


Francis Dana’s Mission 75 


successor as Russian Minister in the Hague, S. A. Kolychev, as 
to the other foreign diplomats, a communication about the 
recognition of the independence of the United States and the 
signing of the final peace treaty, the Russian diplomat did not 
shrink from a return visit.3? Finally, the Government of Cath- 
erine II itself gave to Russian diplomats the official order to be 
guided, in their relations with representatives of the United 
States, by the generally accepted norms which the other dis- 
interested Powers were following, “the more in that, with recog- 
nition of the independence of the American districts on the part 
of England herself, no one still opposes dealing with them as 
with the other republics.”38 This meant essentially recognition 
de facto of the United States of America. 


) 


On the Beginning of Trade Connections 
1763-1780 


Until quite recently, virtually nothing was known about Russo- 
American trade connections on the eve of, and during, the War 
of the American Revolution. It was considered obvious that 
prior to the Declaration of Independence, trade connections 
between Russia and America were maintained only through 
Great Britain, and that only occasional American ships com- 
pleted rare cruises to the ports of the Baltic Sea through the 
contraband route.! More careful investigation of the archival 
sources has made it possible to establish that already during 
1763-1766, at least eight successful voyages were carried out 
from America to Russia, while the members of the well known 
Boston merchant family, the Boylston brothers, demonstrated 
special zeal in the establishment of direct contacts with Russia. 
The brig Wolf, which belonged to Nicholas Boylston, com- 
pleted several successful cruises to St. Petersburg, and in 1765, 
the brig Hannah, which belonged to his brother Thomas, was 
added to it. The Philadelphia ships Lark, William and Jane, 
and several others also took part in the trade with Russia.? 

The establishment of direct trade connections with Russia, 
and the open violation of the English navigation acts, was not 
accidental, and reflected the general discontent of the colonists 
with the prohibitory policy of the mother country. Already in 
these years, a significant quantity of hemp, of sail linen, and of 
iron was sent from Russia to America, i.e., those goods, so to 
speak, which later became the basis of trade connections be- 
tween the two countries. It is significant in this connection that 
on the eve of the War of the Revolution, in 1774, at least three 
American ships went from St. Petersburg to Boston, Lynn, and 
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Philadelphia with a cargo of iron, hemp, and maritime tackle. 
Mention is also made of one Philadelphia ship which tried to 
acquire rough linen in Hamburg and St. Petersburg in 1775, 
but so far, there has been no success in finding any sort of 
reliable reports of sailings of the ships of the United States 
to Russia subsequently, in connection with the beginning of 
military operations. 

Competent observers point out, however, that the number of 
French ships which arrived in the port of Petersburg increased 
by almost five times in 1775, while the export of Russian hemp 
seemed especially significant. In the opinion of the British 
Chargé d’Affaires in Russia, this was in the first place the 
result of the uprising in the English colonies in North America, 
“which began to receive from France additional deliveries of 
these goods.” Well known are other complaints of British 
agents in St. Petersburg to the effect that ships under the Dutch 
flag were being loaded in the Russian capital with hemp, ship 
masts, and iron, and when they reached the comparative secur- 
ity of the open sea, they changed their flag to the American 
one. We note in particular that the English Consul in St. Peters- 
burg, Sharp, reported in February, 1777, that a significant part 
of the goods exported from the Russian capital (hemp, iron, sail 
linen, etc.) was in reality destined for the British colonies in 
North America.3 

Military operations between England and her former colon- 
ies led not only to an increase of the export of traditional 
Russian goods which were used for the shipbuilding industry, 
but also to an increased demand in Europe for Russian to- 
bacco. Although the tobacco grown in the Ukraine was signi- 
ficantly inferior in quality to the Virginia or Maryland tobacco, 
a significant quantity of this article reached the European mar- 
ket (above all, in France and Holland) during the period of 
military operations. If in 1775, only 11,610 pounds of tobacco 
were exported through the Sound, in the succeeding four 
years it was a matter, respectively, of 466,787 pounds, 6,229,225 
pounds, 5,618,823 pounds, and 5,512,639 pounds.4 At the 
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end of the war, approximately 2 million pounds of tobacco 
were exported from St. Petersburg, and 1 million pounds from 
Riga, mainly to Lubeck and Holland.5 

It goes without saying that this unexpected increase of the 
export of Ukrainian tobacco was a purely temporary phenom- 
enon, and did not have special prospects in the future. The 
revelation and analysis of reports about the direct trade con- 
nections between Russia and the rebelling colonies has much 
greater significance for our theme. An active proponent of, 
and participant in, these connections was the Russian Consul 
in Bordeaux, Arvid Wittfooth, who on his own initiative, sent 
to America some ships under the Russian flag (including La 
Marie Elizabeth and La Concorde). Already in May, 1778, the 
enterprising Consul sent to the College of Commerce a special 
report, “On the Advantages of the Establishment of the Trade 
of Russia with the United States.” We must say that the city 
of Bordeaux served at that time as one of the most important 
centers for the supply of the rebelling colonies with the goods 
from Europe needed by them, among which, as is evident from 
Wittfooth’s reports, were also “Russian products.” “The United 
American Provinces,” wrote Wittfooth, “have sent here a Con- 
sul who is stationed here for the direction of the affairs of those 
provinces. As all goods, and also Russian products, are sent 
there, trade there would not be disadvantageous if Russian 
goods were sent there by consignment, and especially sail- 
cloth, which is bought in great quantities for the American 
ships, and transported there, about which I have already 
spoken with the American Consul aforementioned, who also 
assures that in many cases, they have great needs in America.”6 

Wittfooth’s report about contacts with the American Consul 
in Bordeaux, and about the sending to America of Russian 
goods, and in particular of sail-cloth, was received in the 
College of Commerce without any sort of discussion, although 
formal approval of his proposal was not decided upon without 
the preliminary consent of the Office of Foreign Affairs. Having 
heard Wittfooth’s report on August 8/19, 1778, by order of 
Catherine II, the College of Commerce reached the following 
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decision: “As the installation of this Consul from the American 
settlements in France is a new matter, and Russian merchants 
have still not had direct trade with the Americans, and more- 
over, since some sort of difficulties with respect to political 
matters might perhaps be connected therewith, the College of 
Commerce may not prescribe anything with respect to the 
undertaking of this trade to Russian merchants without contact 
with the College of Foreign Affairs: by virtue of this, an infor- 
mation aide-mémoire is to be sent to that College, with a copy 
of this, and advice awaited.”” 

So far we have not succeeded in establishing how long the 
College of Commerce waited for “advice” from the Office of 
Foreign Affairs, and whether, in general, it received it. Along 
with this, the correspondence of Arvid Wittfooth with the College 
of Foreign Affairs makes it possible to reach more concrete 
judgments about the activities of the Russian Consul in Bor- 
deaux, and the situation which evolved there at the beginning 
of the 1780's. The United States maintained at that time active 
ties with France, and, as Wittfooth observed, American ships 
visited this port often. The Consul reported in December, 1778, 
that “Russian ships now find a profitable carrying trade in the 
port here,” i.e., the Russian flag “will be respected more than 
that of any other nation by the English privateers.” Respect 
for the Russian flag grew especially after the proclamation of 
the February declaration of 1780 about armed neutrality. The 
insurance offices began, according to Wittfooth’s testimony 
in August, 1780, to insure Russian ships at a rate of 4 to 8 per 
cent,? in connection with which, favorable possibilities for the 
development of trade widened ever more. Taking advantage of 
the interest of the French Government in the development of 
neutral, and especially of Russian, navigation, the enterprising 
Consul received permission “to send these ships under the 
Russian flag to the French islands on the same basis that 
French ships are sent.”!0 Later, in January, 1782, Wittfooth 
reported about Russian ships which were chartered for the 
transportation of goods to America, and also about the voyage 
to the “Western Islands [the West Indies]” of two of these 
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ships, the Graf Osterman and the Graf Chernyshev.!! 

Direct confirmation of the sending of Russian ships to the 
shores of America was furnished to us also in the very rich 
collection of the Vorontsov files in the Manuscript Branch 
of the Leningrad Division of the Institute of History of the 
Academy of Sciences of the USSR. We are talking of a most 
interesting report to the College of Commerce of that same 
Wittfooth of July 30,1782, a passage from which is presented 
below in the version of that time: “Many Russian ships are 
here now, of which some are loaded for America, because 
the Russian flag under present circumstances is much more 
preferable than that of other nations, and therefore these 
ships may receive very advantageous contracts, which is the 
more flattering to me, since a basis was laid by me for this 
situation, so advantageous for the Russian ships. And I strove 
as much as I could for this, averting all inconveniences, which 
were sometimes formidable, seeing to it that the sailors had 
documents, and watching so that they did not load forbidden 
goods onto their ships. Although Skipper Brand, who arrived 
here from St.Petersburg, and having been loaded with salt 
for America, was captured by an English privateer, it is rumored 
that he has been set free again, with payment of 1,500 pounds 
sterling as damages for what happened. The sailor mentioned 
had all his documents, which I witnessed in appropriate form 
at the time of departure, because of which I hope that if 
henceforth the same thing happens to Russian ships, they will 
be dealt with in England with equal justice.” !2 

In evaluating the degree of importance of the reports sent 
in by Wittfooth, we must take into account the significance, 
in principle, of the very fact of the establishment of trade con- 
tacts between Russia and America in the period of the War 
of the American Revolution, and of the voyages of Russian 
ships to the shores of the distant Republic. It is evident also 
that these trade relations were not an occasional episode, 
nor a historical curiosity. Already from the contents of the re- 
ports of Wittfooth it is clear that they “entered” well into the 
general international situation of that time, and were, so to 
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speak. quite explicable, and even legal. We recall that the 
United States desperately needed in these years the estab- 
lishment and development of all kinds of trade relations with 
the European countries. At that same time, Russia was actively 
struggling for the security of the freedom of neutral navigation, 
and was encouraging the extension of her own merchant 
marine. The number of Russian ships which sailed through 
the Sound increased already in 1779 to 62, and the Russian 
flag took advantage of the ever growing respect of the maritime 
Powers, and even the proud mistress of the seas was forced 
to reckon with the head of a league of neutral countries. It 
is therefore not surprising that the “Russian flag” became 
in these circumstances “much more preferable than that of 
the other nations,” and that the Russian ships received “very 
advantageous contracts,” including some from Americans, for 
whom security of communications was especially impor- 
tant.13 

Trying to prove that the formation of an independent United 
States would have a pernicious effect on the foreign trade 
of Russia and of a number of other European states, the British 
Foreign Office, already in 1777, sent to the foreign Ambas- 
sadors accredited to London a special circular letter. In the 
opinion of the English Government, all diminution of the Amer- 
ican trade would unavoidably produce an increase of Russia’s 
trade, which could with success supply Europe with many 
of the articles that were produced in North America. In the 
production of naval stores, iron, and other such articles, the 
Americans were rivals, not only of Russia, but also of Prussia, 
Sweden, and Denmark. America was now, or would become 
in the future, a rival of France, Spain, and Portugal also, 
inasmuch as South Carolina disposed of favorable conditions 
for the production of wine and fruits. It was still possible at 
that time “to destroy American navigation, but after some years, 
it would apparently be impossible already.... The manu- 
facturing, navigation, trade, fishing, and agriculture of America 
are analogous to those of Europe, which must transform both 
continents into rivals.”!4 
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The arguments of the Foreign Office, buttressed by all the 
power of British arms and propaganda, could not fail to exert 
serious influence on the diplomats and public opinion of Europe. 
“The most disinterested and the most knowledgeable people 
are convinced,” wrote the Russian Minister in London, Simolin, 
in December, 178], “that the independence of North America 
will give birth to a new order in Europe, and produce a rev- 
olution in the trade of the North, similar to that which the 
Venetian Republic experienced after the opening of the route 
around the Cape of Good Hope to the East Indies .. . . The 
leading merchants of the Russian Company await this rev- 
olution with a feeling of bitterness, and some do not doubt 
that after this independence, whether de facto or de jure, 
the trade relations which have existed up to now between 
Great Britain and the Russian Empire will be severely dimin- 
ished over a period of some years.” After the end of the war 
the English, in the words of Simolin, “were themselves the first 
to begin to trade with the Americans in those goods, the trade 
in which was so far the privilege of Northern Europe, and will 
extend by all means possible the extraction of their mineral 
resources, the cultivation of hemp, flax, etc.”!5 

Later, in the spring of 1783, Simolin reported that a great 
part of the London merchants thought “that the use of the 
resources of North America and the free importation of her 
goods into Southern Europe will lead in the course of time 
to a significant diminution of the export of grain and other 
articles of the Baltic region, and above all, of Russia.” The 
Russian Minister concluded: “Only time will perhaps show 
whether this supposition is justified.” 16 

Fear of the possible competition of American goods on the 
European market had of course a solid basis. In the Central 
State Archive of Ancient Formal Acts in Moscow there is pre- 
served a memorandum entitled “Memorandum on the Pro- 
ducts of North America Analogous to the Products of the 
Russian Empire,” in which the idea is developed in detail 
that if America received independence from the mother 
country, she would very soon be in a position to send to South- 
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ern Europe “all naval stores and all those products which 
at the present time come from Russia and the Baltic countries,” 
and over several years would be transformed into “the greatest 
trading Power.” !” 

On the whole, however, both in governmental circles and 
in Russian society, already from the time of the War of the 
American Revolution, the idea was emphasized in the begin- 
ning of the advantageousness for Russia of the formation 
of a new independent state in North America, and the de- 
sirability of the development of Kusso-American trade re- 
lations. We recall in this connection that the leaders of the 
Office of Foreign Affairs, in the secret report to Catherine 
II in the summer of 1779, mentioned the advantages of the 
separation of the English colonies in North America from the 
mother country, and referred directly, moreover, to the ex- 
tension of Russia’s trade “because England, deprived by the 
uprising of her settlements of all importation of the products 
there will now be forced to exchange them for ours, not only 
for transshipment to other places, but also for her own use.” 
The authors of the report emphasized further “that the Amer- 
ican settlements do not otherwise introduce and multiply 
among themselves the products peculiar to the climate here 
except because of the burden, designed for them by the British 
administration, of notable duties on imports from other places, 
but on the other hand, according to a definition therein in 
favor of the Americans, with a notable monetary compen- 
sation,” and they drew the conclusion that in the end, the 
separation of the colonies from England “not only is not 
injurious, but may yet be the more useful for Russia in the area 
of her trade interests” in connection with the fact that in time, 
“a new direct branch of commerce” would spring up between 
Russia and America.8 

Francis Dana, who reported to his correspondents in the 
United States information about the state of Russsian trade, 
the growing demand for coffee, sugar, rice, indigo, etc., moved 
forward as an active propagandist of commercial ties between 
Russia and America. In a memorandum on the advantages 
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of the trade of Russia with an independent United States, Dana 
noted in particular that a significant amount of cast iron and 
steel had always been sent to America via England. After the 
winning of independence the Americans would naturally buy 
these goods at cheaper prices directly, in Sweden and Russia. 
Thinking that in St. Petersburg they were insufficiently inform- 
ed about the advantages of trade with America, Dana laid 
forth his views in detail in a letter of April 12/23, 1782 to John 
Adams, and sent it by ordinary post, expecting moreover 
(as turned out to be completely correct), that it would be 
opened and read by the Tsarist authorities.}9 

Trade with America was propagandized in the Russian 
press, including the pages of a journal of Nikolay Ivanovich 
Novikov popular with the Russian merchant class, Supplement 
to the Moscow News (1783-1784), and later, in the Political 
Journal published at Moscow University by Professor P. A. 
Sokhatsky. D. M. Ladygin persistently recommended “the 
attention and enterprise” of the Kussian merchant class to 
the new market in America in the concluding pages of his 
book on the United Provinces which came out in St. Petersburg 
in January, 1783.2° Ladygin’s opinion about the expediency 
of the establishment and development of trade relations 
between Russia and the United States offers special interest, 
inasmuch as he relied on the information and experience re- 
ceived by him during the time of his work of many years in the 
College of Commerce. 

For a long time, neither in Soviet nor in foreign libraries, 
was it possible to find the book of Snell (Shnell), On the Trad- 
ing or Mercantile Advantages Flowing from the Independence 
of the United States of North America for the Russian State, 
a detailed review of which was published at that time in one 
of the periodicals of the 18th century.2!_ Only comparatively 
recently, thanks to the kindness of N. Ya. Krupnikov (Riga), 
did we receive a photocopy of this rare publication, destined, 
as is apparent from the introduction, for“the informed public.” 
Its author, the Rector of a gymnasium which existed near the 
Dom Cathedral in Riga, Karl Snell, wrote: “The peace recently 
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concluded, which proclaimed the independence of North 
America, is one of the most important events of the state life 
of our country, and its results will be a great revolution, both 
in the political world, and in the world of trade.”22. The United 
States of North America was characterized in the book as “a 
well organized and comparatively populous state.” equal in 
size almost to Europe, and possessing splendid natural re- 
sources. It is not surprising therefore that Snell foresaw “the 
rapid growth of this happy state,” and remarked that it re- 
quired “no more than one generation, in order to see it deser- 
ving respect in all its greatness.” Inasmuch as this state would 
build its future power “principally on trade, for which Nature 
endowed it with the most desirable gifts, commercial relations 
with the whole world will take on another form, and a new di- 
rection.”23 Moreover, the question arose “whether Russia, 
as one of the primary trading countries, receives advantages 
or disadvantages from American independence.” Snell con- 
cluded: “When you see what an abundance of mast timber 
and lumber, of hemp, of flax, of pitch, of tar, and of iron the 
Americans have, it is easy to come to the conclusion that by 
the sale of these articles, of which the Russian state has so 
far possessed a monopoly, they will deliver a great blow to 
Russian trade.”24 But a more careful and detailed survey 
of the question forced the author to come to a different con- 
clusion. Snell justly remarked that the goods mentioned would 
still be necessary for a long time to the Americans themselves, 
and in addition, their quality was inferior to the correspond- 
ing Russian products. American masts were more expensive 
and not as good as the Russian ones. This applied to hemp 
and flax. As a result, the author of the book pointed out 
“we will not only keep the old customers, but doubtless will 
gain new ones,” inasmuch as the Americans themselves would 
increase the importation of Russian flax and hemp, which was 
necessary to them, not only for the construction of ships, but 
also for the making of clothing for the Negroes (rough sack- 
cloth). In enumerating the various articles, including iron, 
which might further the development of trade relations be- 
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tween both countries, Karl Snell expressed in conclusion the 
hope that “each thoughtful reader” would agree with this, that 
the independence of America not only would not damage Rus- 
sian trade, “but on the other hand, will be acutally advan- 
tageous to it, will open up new paths for it, will furnish it, as a 
result of an increase of markets, new strength, new scope. We 
will welcome our new commercial customers. For my part, | 
flatter myself with the pleasant hope,” remarked the author, 
“of seeing already this summer the new flag with the thirteen 
stripes in the harbor of Riga.”25 

Snell’s prediction, made on May 6/17, 1783, was already 
borne out very soon. On June 1/12, captained by Daniel Mc- 
Neill, a 500-ton American ship dropped anchor in the port of 
Riga, having come from Lisbon with a cargo of salt, sugar, rice, 
and brandy. In informing McNeill about the special immunities 
with respect to the goods being transported by him, Francis 
Dana expressed the conviction that the Russian Government 
was disposed to offer “American citizens any reasonable en- 
couragement.”26 In that year, in Riga, and then in St. Peters- 
burg, the enterprising Boston merchant Jeremy Allen visited, 
sending home a valuable cargo of Russian linen, hemp, naval 
stores, and iron on the ship Kingston under the command of 
Captain Norwood (officially this ship was registered at the port 
of Petersburg and sailed under the Russian flag). Having re- 
turned to the United States in December, 1783, Allen adver- 
tised the wares brought back by him in the pages of the Boston 
Gazette. and also promised to offer interested persons supple- 
mentary news on the Russian market.2’ 

As a result, in the following year, 1784, already no less than 
five American ships arrived in the port of St. Petersburg, among 
which were Buccaneer and Commerce, which belonged to 
George Cabot, Light Horse, the owner of which was Elias 
Haskett Derby, and others. The route to the new market was 
opened; moreover, the leading role in opening it belonged to 
the traders and navigators of Massachusetts.28 

Striving for a broadening of the trade relations of the young 
Republic, the Confederation Government adopted on April 15, 


On the Beginning of Trade Connections 87 


1784 a resolution about the desirability of the conclusion of 
treaties of friendship and trade with Russia, Austria, Prussia, 
and other European countries. John Adams, Benjamin Frank- 
lin, and Thomas Jefferson were given full powers to begin 
appropriate negotiations.29 Accordingly, on September 22 
the American representatives sent the Russian Minister in Paris, 
Baryatinsky, a letter in which they informed him that the Amer- 
ican Congress, thinking that trade between the subjects of Rus- 
sia and the citizens of the United States, “based on the principles 
of equality, mutual benefit, and friendship, may serve the mutual 
welfare of both countries,” had empowered them on May 12, 
1784, to begin negotiations, and to conclude a treaty of friend- 
ship and trade with the appropriate Russian representative, if 
full powers should be given to him for this by the Empress.3° 

On this same day, the secretary of the American “Commis- 
sion” for the conclusion of treaties of friendship and trade 
with the foreign Powers, Mr. Humphrey, requested a meeting 
with the Russian Minister in Paris, Baryatinsky, for the trans- 
mission of the letter from the American plenipotentiaries.3! 
The meeting took place on September 26. However, inasmuch 
as “the American Negotiation-Secretary” with “great diffi- 
culty explained himself in French,” and the Russian Minister 
“did not apprehend” the English language, their conversa- 
tion “could not be prolonged.” In receiving the letter, Barya- 
tinsky limited himself toa promise to send it to St. Petersburg, 
and Mr. Humphrey gave him “to understand” that the Ameri- 
can plenipotentiaries “flattered themselves” that Catherine 
II “would be pleased to honor them with a reply.”32 

Insofar as one may judge from the correspondence with 
Paris for 1784-1785 which was surveyed by us, Catherine II 
was not “pleased” to give any sort of reply, although Baryatin- 
sky's report, along with the annexed documentation, was 
stamped “received” on October 9/20, 1784. Some years later, 
on August 29, 1786, the Secretary for Foreign Affairs, John 
Jay, stated in Congress that the treaties of the United States 
with “France, the United Netherlands, Sweden, Russia, and 
others” foresaw for each of the parties “the right of the most 
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favored nation.”33 What John Jay meant by “Russia” it is 
difficult to say. (J. Hildt thinks “Prussia,” with which such a 
a treaty was actually concluded on September 10, 1785.) 
In practice, the trade relations of Russia with the new Republic 
after the War of the Revolution developed quite normally, 
without any sort of special limitations, either from the Russian 
side or from the American side. 

In all, according to the calculations of Phillips, at least 19 
cruises were completed from 1784 to 1790, inclusive, to the 
Baltic ports from Salem. Some of them were direct, but 
others picked up cargoes at the southern states, or at the West 
Indies.34 

More complete, although unsystematic, data may be found 
in the Russian sources— the “Kronshtadt Reports”, con- 
taining reports about the nature of foreign ships in the Port 
of St. Petersburg.35 Regrettably, for many years the reports 
did not come down to us, and some of the materials which have 
been preserved have gaps. Thus, vital lacunae turned up in 
the reports for 1781-1784, and we did not succeed in dis- 
covering therein notations about the American ships.36 Then 
among the Kronshtadt Reports for the end of the 1790's was 
discovered general information about Russian trade over the 
signature of the President of the College of Commerce, AP. 
Vorontsov, referring to the middle of the 1780’s. Thus, from 
information for 1785 it is apparent that in all, 2,145 ships 
arrived in Russian ports during the year. Of them 640 were 
English, 100 were Russian, 18 were French, 9 were Spanish, 
and 6 were American, and also many Dutch, Danish, Swedish 
and other ships.37 In the following year, 1786, out of a total 
number of 2,155 ships, 705 English ones arrived; 107 Russian; 
14 French; 4 Spanish; and 10 American.38 

The foreign trade of Russia at that time was carried on basic- 
ally through the Port of St. Petersburg, the share of which 
in the maritime trade of the country amounted to more than 
60%.3° Other Baltic ports (Riga, Reval, and Narva) also had 
vital significance. Of the total number of 803 ships which 
arrived in 1787 in the Port of St. Petersburg, 400 were English; 
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64 were Russian; 17 were French; 5 were Spanish: and 11 
were American.?9 In 1790, 932 ships arrived, of which “517 
were British alone: 98 were Danish: 22 were American;” etc.4! 
Already from these data it is completely obvious that the Amer- 
ican ships constituted an insignificant part of the total number 
of foreign ships which came during those years to Russian 
ports. Much more vital, however, seems the very fact of their 
appearance, and the significance, in principle, of the develop- 
ment of the first trade relations with the trans-oceanic Republic. 
Precisely during these years the Americans first received the 
chance to become really acquainted with the Russian market, 
and more or less regular trade relations were established be- 
tween the two countries. The practical experience of these 
trade relations also offered evidence that the earlier fears of 
the possible competition of American goods on the European 
market turned out to be exaggerated. Objecting to such an 
idea “of badly informed persons,” John Paul Jones, who was 
in Russia at that time, in a letter to Osterman of January 31/ 
February 11, 1789, invited the special attention of the Vice- 
Chancellor to the fact that in all the years since the winning of 
independence, the Americans had sent to the Russian ports 
many ships, so as to receive there cargoes consisting at the 
same time of those goods which Russia was sending to France 
and England.42 

The first Russo-American contacts in the area of trade turned 
out to be quite promising. The number of ships which arrived 
in Russian ports gradually increased. Thus, in 1792, 24 Amer- 
ican ships came to St. Petersburg; in 1795, 42 or 44; in 1798, 
39; in 1801, 61, etc.43” During the decade 1791-1800 a total 
of 368 came to Kronshtadt, and according to some data (A. Ya. 
Dashkov), more even than 500 ships of the United States.44 

Already in the middle of the 1790's, the importation of Rus- 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: As is well known, the United States profited greatly from 
the fact that it was neutral during most of the period of the wars of the European mon- 
archs against revolutionary France which started in 1792 and ended in 1815. How- 
ever, it was clear by 1805-1807 that neither the France of Emperor Napoleon I nor 
Great Britain was willing to respect the rights of neutral commerce. 
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sian goods into the United States exceeded $1 million in value, 
and at the turn of the 19th century, reached more than $1.5 
million (in 1800—$1,524,995.00).45 According to the evidence 
brought forward by the Danish researcher A. Rasch, during 
the course of 1783-1806 the Americans imported from St. 
Petersburg 393,460 puds of iron, 365,503 puds of hemp (and 
in addition 27,986 puds of tackle), 369,365 pieces of sail-cloth, 
333,027 pieces of duck, etc.46 All these goods had a vital 
significance for shipbuilding, and many American ships which 
ploughed the sea at that time with unlimited range were con- 
structed with the use of high quality Russian hemp, iron, and 
sail-cloth. 

It goes without saying that in the 18th century, business ties 
between Russia and the United States were only beginning 
to develop, and their total extent was relatively small. However, 
we are concerned not only with the practical significance 
of the first Russo-American trade relations directly. What is of 
primary importance, perhaps, is the political significance of the 
existence of such relations; that the Russians did not fight, but 
rather traded with republican America! This fact alone em- 
bodies the basic difference in the policy of Tsarist Russia to- 
ward France and toward America at the end of the 18th 
century. 


PART TWO 


Russian Society 
and the 
American Revolution 
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RUSSIA'S 
BENJAMIN 
FRANKLIN 

AND 
HIS 
ADMIRERS, 
RUSSIAN 
AND AMERICAN 


MIKHAIL VASILYEVICH LOMONOSOV 
1711-1765 
Russian Universal Genius, 
Founder of University of Moscow. 
A friendly critic of Benjamin Franklin’s 
theories of electricity. 


N\ — 
_— 


GEORG WILHELM RIKHMAN, 1711-1753 EZRA STILES, 1727-1795 


Professor of Physics, Russian Academy Pastor, Second Congregational Church, 
of Sciences, 1741-1753. Newport, R. I., 1755-1778; President 
His electrocution proved the validity of Yale, 1778-1795. 

of Benjamin Franklin's theories. He shared an interest in Arctic explora- 


tion with Lomonosov. 


The Establishment of Scientific 
and Cultural Relations 


In the past, historians of international relations rarely turned 
to the study of socio-political, scientific, and cultural relations. 
They investigated minutely the smallest details of the life and 
activity of leading politicians, generals, and diplomats, of Tsars 
and Presidents. But in the many-volumed historical collections, 
very rarely, and only as an exception, can be encountered 
mention of Euler and Winthrop, of Aepinus and Bond, of Strue 
and Henry, or of some sort of other scholar who devoted all 
his life to science and to. international scientific cooperation. 
And one may only regret that the people who took the first 
steps in the beneficent matter of international scientific and 
cultural cooperation and took them despite enormous geo- 
graphic distances, and religious, political, and ideological ob- 
stacles, also remained unnoticed, or almost unnoticed, both by 
contemporaries and by historians. Even such scholars of genius 
as Benjamin Franklin or Mikhail Vasilyevich Lomonosov" could 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Born in 1711, Lomonosov died in 1765. He was the son 
of a poor fisherman of Archangel Province, and though he had his early education in 
Moscow and St. Petersburg, he was at Marburg University in Germany during 1736- 
1741. He became a member of the St. Petersburg Academy of Sciences upon return: 
ing home, and was made a professor of chemistry there in 1745. In 1755, he helped 
found Moscow University, to which the Soviet Government attached his name. His 
scientific work included research on the expansion of metals and gases, astronomy, 
geology, economics, and polar exploration. However, as the author notes, his fame 
rests even more on his contributions to the development of Russian as a literary lan- 
guage. It is necessary to remember that what is now called “science” was “natural 
Philosophy” in the 18th century, and that most men of learning dabbled in it, usually 
in amateurish fashion. It was not at all unusual to mix politics with science. For example, 
Antoine Lavoisier, one of the founding fathers of modern chemistry, lost his head for 
being on the wrong side in politics during the great French Revolution. 
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scarcely have been able to count on the special attention of 
later generations, if they had not, at one and the same time, 
become famous in some areas of the natural and social sci- 
ences, in literature. and mainly (as in the case of Benjamin 
Franklin) in politics and diplomacy.! 

While evaluating Lomonosov exceptionally highly, Aleksandr 
Nikolayevich Radishchev,” in a comparison of him with Frank- 
lin (while studying the role of the American scholar in the War 
of the American Revolution) gave preference in this regard to 
the latter. Thereby he emphasized once more the revolutionary, 
anti-monarchical slant of his book [Journey from St. Peters- 
burg to Moscow]. The well-known Latin motto inscribed under 
the portrait of Franklin (Eripuit coelo fulmen sceptrumque 
tyrannis) Radishchev translated in a pointed anti-monarchical 
form (“He who wrested lightning from the heavens and the 
scepter from the hands of Tsars”, although, it would perhaps 
be more accurate to say “from the hands of tyrants”), and 
thought this “the very best inscription which a man may see 
below his picture.”2 

The motto translated is exceptionally clever and conveys 
precisely the enormous significance of the scientific works of 
the great American in the area of electricity. Franklin’s famous 
Experiments and Observations on Electricity Made at Phila- 
delphia? constituted an epoch in science, in a certain sense 
comparable to the revolutionary overturn which later took 
place in the area of politics, the war of the North American 
colonies against England, and the Declaration of Indepen- 
dence adopted in this same Philadelphia. The self-taught man 
of genius from distant America correctly understood the ex- 
istence of electrical phenomena and pointed out the way of 
their further investigation, which his educated colleagues on 
the other side of the ocean, well armed with the experience 
and knowledge accumulated by Newton, Huyghens, and Euler, 
were not able to do.4 

To be sure, general recognition was far from coming to 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: On Radishchev, see Translator’s Note, Chapter Eight. 
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Franklin at once. The Holy Church stubbornly considered the 
only correct method of coping with lightning phenomena to 
be bell ringing, which according to its enlightened opinion, 
allegedly drove away the evil spirits. By an irony of fate, the 
high and firmly installed church bells were, at the same time, 
that means of conducting an electrical current badly which 
turned out to be the most vulnerable to a stroke of lightning, 
and therefore, ringing the bell during a time of lightning turned 
out to be a totally dangerous matter. In Germany alone, at the 
end of the 18th century, 120 bell ringers were killed over 33 
years, and 400 bells destroyed.5 And as if in mockery of the 
Holy Chruch, the evil spirits, and the Lord God Himself, the 
majestic shrine of the wise King Solomon in Jerusalem, over 
the course of many hundreds of years, stood invulnerable to 
lightning, protected, as it turned out, by polished metal plates 
which conducted the electrical current well. 

Religious prejudices turned out to be far from the only, or 
even the main, obstacle to the spreading of the new views on 
the nature of electricity. During the War of the American Rev- 
olution, the struggle against the scientific ideas of Franklin and 
the introduction of lightning rods took on a political character. 
This became especially obvious in connection with the fact that 
the English scholar Wilson proposed, in place of Franklin’s 
sharp-pointed lightning rod, his own blunt-ended variant, in 
order to prevent the flow of the electric charge, which was 
considered dangerous at that time. Passions ran high in the 
country, and any unthinking Englishman who furnished his 
house with a sharp-ended lightning rod, and not a blunt-ended 
one, was in danger of being reputed politically unreliable. 

In our days, these “scientific” disputes seem as deprived of 
good sense as the famous conflict of the Swiftian heroes as 
to from which end to break an egg—from the blunt end or the 
pointed one. Moreover, in the native land of the great satirist 
[Jonathan Swift], the pointed end of the lightning rod turned 
out to be dangerous even for the President of the Royal Society 
and Personal Physician to the King, John Pringle himself. His 
famous reply to George III to the effect that “he will always 
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to the limit of his strength fulfill the desires of His Majesty, but 
he is not in a position to change the laws of nature, nor the 
operation of their forces,” cost the stubborn author dearly. John 
Pringle was dismissed from the office of Personal Physician 
and President of the Royal Society. 

It was easy to remove a Royal Physician from his duties, and 
even, if necessary, lock him up in jail, but it was much more 
difficult, of course, to stop the development of science, even 
if the Holy Church or the King of the greatest Power on earth 
wanted this very much. The Philadelphia Experiments of Frank- 
lin, experiments of genius by virtue of their simplicity and 
clarity, did not remove doubts of the correctness of the con- 
clusion about the identity of lightning and an electrical current, 
but the lightning rod acted so irreproachably that it could con- 
vince anyone, even the most unbelieving skeptic. 

In Russia, the experiments of Franklin became known to a 
wide circle of readers from reports published in the St. Peters- 
burg Herald in June, 1752. The newspaper wrote that in Phila- 
delphia, in North America, Mr. Franklin “has been so daring 
as to try to extract from the atmosphere that terrible fire which 
so often destroys vast areas,” and presented further in this 
regard a detailed account of his experiments, which were then 
being repeated in France. “Over the universe the news has 
spread: Lightning arrows no longer bring dread!” wrote Lomo- 
nosov in 1752 in the well known Letter on the Usefulness of 
Glass, and he expressed further the conviction, “that by know- 
ing the laws discovered with glass, we may avert the lightning 
from our shrines.” 

News of the “Philadelphia experiments” fell on receptive 
soil in Russia. Georg Wilhelm Rikhman” was working fruitfully 
at that time in St. Petersburg in a related area, and constructed 
in 1745 an “electrical indicator” for the measurement of the 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Rikhman was born at Pernau in Estonia in 1711. and 
studied at Halle and Jena Universities before attending the academic university of the 
Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg. on whose faculty he was named Professor of 
Physics in 1741. His research was in the areas of heat and electricity. As the author 
notes. he was a martyr to the cause of science in 1753. 
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strength of the current in an electrified body. With the aid of 
a “lightning machine”, a metal rod carried up to the roof and 
attached to an electricity measuring apparatus, Lomonosov 
and Rikhman investigated the atmospheric electrical discharge. 
“Mr. Rikhman died a glorious death, doing his duty for his 
profession. His memory will never die,”? wrote Lomonosov 
about his friend. Entering later into an extensive generalization 
in the area of electrical phenomena, Lomonosov created an 
ether concept of electricity, one progressive for its time, which 
anticipated to a definite degree the development of the field 
theory in the 19th century. 

It is apparent from the collected works of Lomonosov and 
Rikhman on physics that they highly valued the work of Frank- 
lin on electricity, and referred to it more than once. At the same 
time, basing themselves on their own experiments of many 
years, they discerned some insufficiences therein, and in their 
turn, skilfully filled out and developed the ideas of Benjamin 
Franklin.8 Many of their works in this area were completed 
already prior to the publication of The Philadelphia Experi- 
ments, or prior to the time when they could become acquainted 
with them, and they differed significantly, moreover, from the 
ideas developed by Benjamin Franklin. 

In refuting unjustified objections on the subject of his famous 
Words on Atmospheric Phenomena Arising from Electrical 
Energy,2 Lomonosov emphasized that “many phenomena 
occurring from electrical energy, of which there is not a trace 
in Franklin,”!° were explained by him. In demonstrating the 
divergence of his theory of the aurora borealis from the “con- 
jecture” of Franklin, Lomonosov remarked: “He tries to draw 
the electrical matter for the production of the aurora borealis 
from the tropical zone, while | find sufficient matter in that 
place itself, that is, in the ether, which is present everywhere. 
He does not identify its location; | put it in the atmosphere. 
He does not explain by what means it is produced; | explain it 
in an understandable form. He does not buttress any conclu- 
sion, while I, going beyond this, prove the interpretation of the 
phenomena.”!! 
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In pointing out the difference of his theory from the opin- 
ions of the American, Lomonosov at the same time empha- 
sized his respect for “the glorious Mr. Franklin,’ and remarked 
that “all this is presented here not because | want to put myself 
ahead of him.”!2 

Somewhat later, the newideas about the nature of electrical 
phenomena were examined and popularized in Russia in the 
collected works of Franz Ulrich Theodor Aepinus,” who estab- 
lished a connection “of electrical energy with magnetic en- 
ergy,” and who advanced broadly quantitative calculations 
in the theory of electricity.!3 

In his major treatise, Experiment on the Theory of Electricity 
and Magnetism, which came off the presses at the end of 1759, 
Aepinus referred frequently to Franklin, and wrote in the dedi- 
cation of his book: “The presence in substances of the energy 
which they call electricity was discovered only recently, and has 
scarcely yet been sufficiently investigated . . . the theory of this 
energy presented by Franklin satisfies me to the highest degree. 
... However, I came to the conclusion that I have succeeded 
in discovering in this remarkable theory some deficiencies; 
therefore I exerted effort to the end of correcting them, and, 
with the aid of this correction, of so adapting this theory that 
it was put into the most complete agreement with the phenom- 
ena.”!4 The scholar coped most gloriously with the task set. 
The significance of the works of Aepinus for the development 
of the ideas of Franklin is sometimes equated even with the 
significance which the works of Maxwell had in the 19th cen- 
tury for the development of the views of Faraday: in both 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Aepinus was born in Rostock in 1724, and studied at 
both Rostock and Jena Universities. After service on the faculty of Rostock University, 
he became a Professor of Astronomy at the University of Berlin in 1755, before joining 
the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg in 1757. Although he acquired fame as an 
astronomer. physicist. and mathematician, he was active in other areas, arranging the 
curriculum for the Army Nobles Cadet Corps, and tutoring the future Tsar Paul in 
physics and mathematics. After helping work out the Declaration of Armed Neutrality 
in 1780. he served as a member of a commission which vastly improved primary and 
secondary education in Russia. He retired to Dorpat in Estonia in 1798, and died in 
1802. 
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cases, the experiments and observations of original geniuses 
received mathematical working out by erudite professional 
scholar-physicists.!5 

The famous English scholar Henry Cavendish, who, how- 
ever, not only knew, but also, possibly, even got hold of the 
book of the Petersburg scholar in the middle of 1766, ad- 
vanced an almost identical theory of electricity already many 
years after Aepinus.!® 

The news of the tragic death of Rikhman, during the time 
of the experiment with the “lightning machine,” along with 
Lomonosov, which was carried out by him in the summer of 
1753, made a great impression on Franklin and his colleagues 
in America. Already on December 13, 1753, in reply to an 
enquiry of James Bowdoin” from Boston, Franklin confirmed 
the report of “the unhappy Gentleman's Death at Petersburg,” 
and made the first mention of his name—Professor Rikh- 
man.!? 


TRANSLATOR'’S NOTE: James Bowdoin (1726-1790) is best remembered for his 
role in politics. Born the son of the richest merchant in Boston, he graduated from 
Harvard in 1745. and thereafter added to his inherited fortune. becoming a large land- 
holder in Maine, then a part of Massachusetts. He was elected to the General Court 
in 1757, became a member of the Council. An early supporter of the cause of the 
Revolution, he was removed from the Council by the British. and then was elected to 
the Continental Congress. He was a member of the Provincial Congress which gov- 
erned Massachusetts from 1775 to 1780. He also served as president of the state con- 
stitutional convention of 1779-1780. Regarded as the spokesman of the propertied 
interests of his state. he had to fight a bitter political campaign to become the suc- 
cessor of John Hancock as Governor of Massachusetts in 1785. His administration. 
which lasted until 1787, was marked by Shays’ Rebellion, during which Bowdoin up- 
held law and order. In 1788. Bowdoin helped bring about the ratification of the Con- 
stitution by Massachusetts. He published papers in the fields of physics and astronomy, 
and was the first president of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, founded in 
1780. Bowdoin College in Maine. chartered in 1794. and in operation by 1802. was 
named in his honor. 

John Adams actually did more than did Bowdoin to establish the American Aca- 
demy of Arts and Sciences in 1780: his local pride had been wounded when he dis- 
covered in Europe that Franklin’s American Philosophical Society made Europeans 
think Philadelphia to be the intellectual capital of the United States. Adams was elected 
President of the Boston Academy in 1791. after Bowdoin's death. and continued to 
hold that office until 1814. The charter members of the Boston Academy included 
Ezra Stiles and Francis Dana. the latter America’s first diplomatic representative in 
Russia. 
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On March 5, 1754, “an Extract of a Letter from Moscow, 
dated August 23” about the circumstances of Rikhman’s death 
was reprinted in the Pennsylvania Gazette, published by Frank- 
lin, and simultaneously the conclusion was drawn that every- 
thing which took place only confirmed “the new Doctrine of 
Lightning,” in connection with which “many lives” might be 
saved in the future. “Counsellor Lomonosseu” was named in 
the account as a participant in the experiment, which, in all 
probability, was the first mention of the name of the great 
Russian scholar in the American press. In taking account of the 
scientific significance of the account of the circumstances of 
Rikhman’s death, the editors of a new collection of the books 
of Franklin included him in the appropriate volume of their 
publication, and along with this, expressed the supposition that 
the concluding paragraph of the account was written by Frank- 
lin himself.18 

To American scholars, and in the first place, to Benjamin 
Franklin, the works of Academician Aepinus were well known, 
concerning which they frequently testified in a most flattering 
way. “Aepinus, a Member of the Academy of Sciences at Pe- 
tersburg,” wrote Franklin on May 29, 1763, “has lately pub- 
lished a Latin Work in 4to. entitled, Tentamen Theoriae 
Electricitatis et Magnetismi; wherein he applies my Principles 
of Electricity to the Explanation of the various Phenomena of 
Magnetism, and | think with considerable Success.”!9 

Taking into account the interest which the work of Aepinus 
could have for American scholars, Franklin sent this work to 
his steady correspondent, Ezra Stiles,” and requested him to 


“TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: Ezra Stiles (1727-1795) was the son of a Congregational 
pastor in New Haven and graduated from Yale in 1746. An interest in science and law, 
as well as somewhat shaky religious convictions, kept him from following 
his father into the ministry until 1755. Meanwhile. he had became a fast friend of 
Benjamin Franklin. From 1755 to 1778, he was pastor of the Second Congregational 
Church in Newport. R.].. and in that cosmopolitan city. where he was soon put in 
charge of the famous Redwood Library. his reputation as a scholar grew apace. He 
made observations of the comet of 1759 and of the transit of Venus in 1769. He re- 
ceived a doctorate from the University of Edinburgh in 1765 and was elected to the 
American Philosophical Society in 1768. He promoted silkworm culture. and the 
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acquaint John Winthrop” with it, the mathematical prepara- 
tion of whom made it possible to expect that he would value 
its contents to the full degree. And actually, Winthrop found 
that the book of Aepinus contained “many interesting ideas,” 
and that its author was “a person of enlightened ideas, and of a 
many-sided and searching mind.”2° 

The sensational experiments of Josef Adam Braun*” and 
Lomonosov on the freezing of mercury (1759) produced an 
enormous impression on contemporaries. Benjamin Franklin 
thought that “the most remarkable Discovery that has been 
made within these three Years, is, that Quicksilver is in reality 
a melted Metal; with this new Character only, that of all others 
it requires the least Heat to melt it.” Franklin wrote that “the 
Academy of Sciences at Petersburgh, have found, that by dip- 


*TRANSLATOR'’S NOTE: John Winthrop (1714-1779) was a direct descendant 
of the famous founder of Massachusetts, and had two relatives who were elected 
to the Royal Society in London, in 1663 and 1734, respectively. He graduated from 
the Boston Latin School in- 1728 and from Harvard in 1732. In 1738 he became the 
second Hollis Professor of Mathematics and Natural Philosophy at Harvard, despite’ 
his shaky religious convictions. His distinguished research in astronomy led to the pub- 
lication of its results in the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society in England. 
He travelled to Newfoundland to observe a transit of Venus, and introduced calculus 
at Harvard. He sturdily supported Franklin's theories of electricity. Elected to the 
Royal Society in 1766, Winthrop was also elected to the American Philosophical So- 
ciety in 1769, and subsequently awarded doctorates from Edinburgh and Harvard. He 
inspired the establishment of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, though he 
died before he could become a member. He was an ardent patriot during the Revolu- 
tion, and a counsellor and friend of Washington and Franklin. 


**TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: Bom in Germany in 1712, Braun came to St. Petersburg 
as a member of the Academy of Sciences in 1746. He published De insigni viribus tel- 
luris mutationibus in 1756. De atmospherae mutationibus praecipuis earumque prae- 
sagiis in 1759, and De admirando frigore artificiali quo mercurius est congelatus in 
1760. He died in 1768. 


spiritual welfare of the numerous black slaves in Newport. He protested the removal 
of deistical books from the Yale Library. He helped the Baptists of Rhode Island estab- 
lish Rhode Island College, now Brown University. A supporter of the Revolution, he 
found it expedient to flee from Newport in 1776, because of the danger of a British 
occupation, and eventually accepted the presidency of Yale in 1778. He found that 
“the Diadem of a President is a Crown of Thorns,” and arranged for state aid to and 
partial state control of Yale. He permitted the appearance of a dancing master at Yale, 
and in 1790, because an abolitionist. 
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ping a mercurial Thermometer into repeated cooling Mixtures, 
and so taking from the Mercury the Heat that was in it, they 
have brought it down some hundred Degrees ... below the 
Freezing Point, when the Mercury became solid, and would 
sink no lower; and then the Glass being broke, it came out in 
the Form of a silver Bullet, adhering to a Wire which was the 
slender part that had been in the Tube. Upon Tryal it was found 
malleable, and was hammered out to the Bigness of a Half 
Crown; but soon after, on receiving a small Degree of Warmth 
it return’d gradually to its fluid State again.”2! 

A report of the experiments on the freezing of mercury ap- 
peared in the Works of the London Royal Society (1760), 
and then was put in a popular English yearbook for 1762, the 
Annual Register. Precisely from this latter publication the dis- 
coveries of the Petersburg scholars became known in America. 
In the papers of Franklin’s friend mentioned above, Ezra Stiles 
(later President of Yale College), an extensive extract about the 
experiments on the freezing of mercury, which were carried out 
during the heavy frosts in Petersburg in December, 1759, has 
been preserved.22 Initially, Stiles did not succeed in repeating 
the Petersburg experiments, and in May, 1765, he decided to 
address himself to Joseph Adam Braun with a special letter.23 
Already earlier, in February, 1765, taking advantage of the 
services of Franklin, he attempted to establish scientific contacts 
with Lomonosov. The corresponding letter of Stiles in the Latin 
language, addressed to “the Reknowned Mr. Lomonosov, Citi- 
zen of Petersburg in Russia, and Member of the Petersburg 
Academy of Sciences” is also preserved in the Franklin papers 
in the archives of the American Philosophical Society.24 

“I have had occasion to read in a London newspaper of 
October 29, 1764,” wrote Stiles to Lomonosov, “that you, be- 
lieving in the possibility of the discovery of a route from Russia 
to America via the sea covered with ice, have prepared two 
ships which, after wintering in Kola, are to be sent, in the course 
of the following spring, to the Pole, and will undertake a de- 
tailed study of the northern regions. This is a very laudable plan 
and worthy indeed of an investigator of nature! In my turn, I 
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deeply believe that the polar regions and the arctic seas, to 
the extent of the distance from the shores, are lighted either 
by the aurora borealis or by the tropical sun... .”25 

The inquiring American was compiling at that time tables of 
temperature observations, and in this connection, turned to 
Lomonosov with the request that he send to him, or to Frank- 
lin, “all information with respect to magnetism and tempera- 
ture, registered or assumed, in the polar lands and oceans,” 
and also “reports about the readings of the thermometer in 
some places of the Russian Empire,” which he lacked. Stiles 
requested in particular that “such observations be made in 
Petersburg, Moscow, Kazan, and Tobolsk, and even in Arch- 
angel, Kola, Kamchatka, and Selenginsk.” 

Referring to possible correspondence of Franklin with Aepinus 
and Braun, Stiles requested his famous friend to become an 
intermediary in the forwarding of the message to St. Peters- 
burg, or, in any case, to supply him with an account of the 
polar expedition of Lomonosov, if the latter should be carried 
out.26 

Eufrosina Dvoichenko-Markov, exceptionally precise and 
careful in her judgments, is on this occasion somewhat hesi- 
tant about a categorical conclusion that “Franklin carried out 
this instruction.”27 

In a letter of reply to Stiles on July 5, 1765, Franklin reported 
that very recently he had sent Lomonosov the enclosure des- 
tined for him, but that the Russian scholar was then already not 
among the living. Lomonosov died on April 4/15, 1765, and 
this completely excluded the possibility of the timely receipt 
by him of the message from Stiles and Franklin. It is quite 
probable that Franklin, upon learning of Lomonosov’s death, 
might in general have refrained from forwarding the letter to 
St. Petersburg, and that this led to its being preserved in his 
files in the archives of the American Philosophical Society in 
Philadelphia. 

But if Franklin and Stiles did not succeed in establishing di- 
rect contact with Lomonosov, in the light of certain data it may 
be confirmed quite definitely at the present time that they knew 
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about the work of the Russian scholar, and valued it highly. 
They were advised also about some other work of Russian 
scholars. From the letter of reply to Stiles of July 5, 1765, men- 
tioned above, it is clear that Franklin was interested in the 
Russian geographical discoveries, and was advised about two 
expeditions to the northwestern shore of America, and also 
about unsuccessful attempts to proceed across the Arctic 
Ocean. Precisely in this connection, Franklin attributed great 
significance to the new polar expedition, and pointed out that 
“Lomonozow will set the matter right.”28 

Until recently there were serious doubts of the existence of 
correspondence of Franklin with the members of the Peters- 
burg Academy of Sciences, Braun and Aepinus, about the pos- 
sibility of which Stiles made mention. The compilers of a new 
basic collection of the works of Franklin, in a special note on 
this subject, authoritatively observed that “there is in fact no 
evidence of any such correspondence.”29 Meanwhile, in the 
archives of the Pennsylvania Historical Society we have suc- 
ceeded in discovering a letter of Franklin to Aepinus completely 
unknown earlier. Taking into account the exceptional signifi- 
cance of this document as the earliest letter of the great Ameri- 
can to his colleague, the full text of it is presented below: 


London, June 6, 1765. 

Sir, 

When I was in America the last time, I received there 
your splendid work on the theories of electricity and mag- 
netism which, as I understood, you did me the honor of 
sending me. | read it with endless satisfaction and con- 
tentment, and request you to accept my best expressions 
of gratitude and congratulations, which you actually de- 
serve from the whole Republic of Letiers. Along with this 
letter I take the liberty of sending you my slight work which 
has still not been published, but which is to appear in a 
forthcoming volume of the Works of the Royal Society. 
Please accept it as a modest token of the great respect 


The Establishment of Scientific and Cultural Relations 105 


and esteem with which, Sir, | am your most obedient and 
humble servant. 
Benjamin Franklin.3° 


The major treatise of Aepinus, Experiment on the Theory of 
Electricity and Magnetism, produced such a great impression 
on Franklin that even seven years later he wrote to his friend, 
the French scholar Barbeu Dubourg: 

“A powerful magnetized apparatus may magnetize millions 
of steel bars without transmitting to them any part of its own 
magnetism, while only bringing into action the magnetism which 
existed in these bars.” 

“I am chiefly indebted to that excellent philosopher of Pe- 
tersburg, Mr. Aepinus, for the hypothesis, which appears to me 
equally ingenious and solid. I say chiefly, because as it is many 
years since I read his book, which I have left in America, it 
may happen, that I may have added to or altered it in some re- 
spect; and if I have misrepresented anything, the error ought 
to be charged to my account.”3! 

Thus we see that Benjamin Franklin himself adopted an 
attitude of great respect towards the works of the Russian 
scholars, and recognized that he owed much “to that excellent 
philosopher of Petersburg Mr. Aepinus.” 

In his turn, Dmitry Andreyevich Golitsyn, the Russian Minis- 
ter in the Hague during the War of the American Revolution, 
who himself published interesting works in this area, valued 
exceptionally highly the work of Franklin on the theory of 
electricity. “Mr. Franklin,” wrote Golitsyn in a work printed in 
the Works of the Petersburg Academy of Sciences in 1777 
“was the first to find that two forms of electricity— positive and 
negative — exist.”32 Being one of the sincerest admirers of the 
famous American, Golitsyn considered it possible in January, 
1777, to turn to Benjamin Franklin with a letter for which, as 
he noted, “love of science and sincere interest in its progress” 
gave him the right. “Who better than You, Sir, would be able 
to decide if the ideas which I have proposed of positive and 
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negative Electricities and the force of attraction of the Poles 
are correct or not...,” wrote Golitsyn, and then he described 
in detail his experiments in the area of atmospheric electricity.33 

It is impossible not to consider as quite a bold step on the 
part of the Russian Minister in the Hague the direct approach 
to Franklin, who was at that time the representative of the re- 
belling colonies in Paris, and who had not yet received official 
recognition even from the French Government; such license 
could not meet with the approval of the Tsarist Court in St. 
Petersburg. 

The available materials as a whole do not leave doubt of the 
fact that the famous “Philadelphia experiments” of Franklin 
not only became well known in Russia already in the middle of 
the 18th century, winning the most flattering evaluation in 
scientific circles, but, what is especially important, received 
further sharpening and development in the works of Russian 
scholars, among whom must be put in the first rank the names 
of Lomonosov. Rikhman, and also Aepinus and Golitsyn. 

Mutual interest in investigations undertaken, and the first 
occasional connections, expressed principally in mutual ac- 
quaintance with investigations in the area of physics, and also 
of geographic discoveries, prepared the ground for the estab- 
lishment of official contact between the American Philosophi- 
cal Society,34 founded by Benjamin Franklin in 1743, and the 
Russian Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg, in the early 
1770's. 

In connection with the issuance at the beginning of 1771 of 
the first volume of the Works of the American Philosophical 
Society,35 it was decided to send it to all the most important 
foreign “philosophical” institutions, on the list of which, drawn 
up on February 22, 1771, figured the “Imperial Society of St. 
Petersburg.”36 From the official inscription on the Works, it is 
apparent that the “American Philosophical Society, found in 
Philadelphia, sincerely desiring to work together with the Im- 
perial Society in St. Petersburg ... requests that it accept this 
volume as the first result of its labors in this New World.” The 
Works of the Society were forwarded to Benjamin Franklin in 
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London for transmission to the various European scientific 
institutions. A suitable occasion for contact with the Petersburg 
Academy of Sciences presented itself in the summer of 1772, 
during a visit to London of one of the members of the Acad- 
emy, Timofey Ivanovich von Klingshtedt,” to whom Franklin 
entrusted on July 31, 1772 a copy of the Works, with a per- 
sonal inscription. Baron Klingshtedt, although only after some 
delay, transmitted this volume to the Academy in the summer 
of 1774, about which there is a corresponding memorandum in 
the protocols of the conference of August 22/September 2, 
1774,37 and he himself, already earlier, on January 15, 1773, 
on the recommendation of Benjamin Franklin, was elected 
the first member of the American Philosophical Society from 
Russia.38 

Subsequently, in the Academic News, issued “by the St. 
Petersburg Imperial Academy of Sciences,” there appeared a 
translation of the basic content of the Collected Works of the 
American Scholarly Society, Established in Philadelphia for 
the Increase of Useful Knowledge. Volume I, 1769-1770. 
Among the translated materials, the reader found “Disquisi- 
tion on the Physical State of North America,” an article of 
Hugh Williams on comets, and others.39 

Curious scientific contacts between America and Russia 
arose in the later 1780's, on, so to speak, the highest level, 
through Catherine II, Washington, Franklin, and Lafayette. 
These contacts were the result of the interest which the Russian 
Empress showed at that time in the preparation of a compara- 
tive dictionary of all the languages of the world. It is not appro- 
priate, of course, to accuse Catherine II of bad conditions for 
the scientific work: at her beck and call was a myriad army of 
bureaucrats of all ranks within the country, ready to satisfy any 
of her orders and even whims. There is no reason to be sur- 
prised therefore that linguistic material in abundance came to 


"TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Von Klingshtedt was active in the work of the St. Peters- 
burg Free Economic Society, publishing numerous articles in the Works of that Society 
on economic questions. He also translated the celebrated Nakaz of Catherine II into 
German. 
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St. Petersburg from all corners of the huge empire. Somewhat 
more complicated was the matter of the receipt of information 
from America. But here too the problem was settled quite 
simply for the Tsaritsa. It was enough for Catherine II to inform 
Lafayette about her project for the latter to turn immediately 
to George Washington and Benjamin Franklin directly. “En- 
closed I send you a vocabulary,” wrote Lafayette, “which the 
Empress of Russia requests may be filled up with Indian words. 
You know her plan of a Universal Dictionary. . . . Your com- 
missioners for Indian affairs, Colonel Harmar and General 
Butler, will be able to superintend the business, which it is 
important to have well done, as the Empress . . . sets a great 
value upon it.”4° 

In their turn Washington and Franklin, trying to satisfy this 
request as fully as possible, made contact with a number of 
persons in the United States capable of obtaining a selection 
of the materials necessary for Catherine II.4! 

Already in April, 1787, Franklin was able to return to Lafa- 
yette the “vocabulary” of Catherine II, filled with “words in the 
Delaware and Shawnee languages.”4? Later, at the beginning 
of 1788, Washington, who expressed his heartfelt desire that 
the project of the Empress “to form a universal Dictionary may 
be attended with the merited success,’43 sent analogous ma- 
terials for Catherine II. 

Thus was carried out, to express oneself in contemporary 
language, the first scientific exchange between America and 
Russia at the highest level. The materials about it have already 
been published recently, but, as sometimes happens, they were 
practically lost in the midst of the documents without number 
in the many-volumed collected works of Washington and 
Franklin. They apparently seemed to researchers of too little 
significance to devote serious attention to them, and they 
cited them quite rarely. Meanwhile, contemporaries, and above 
all, Washington himself, looked on this matter—and, it is neces- 
sary to say, not without foundation—as an important step 
towards a rapprochement between the nations. It is impossible 
not to recall in this connection the remarkable words of the 
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Founder of the American state, written by him in this same 
letter of his to Lafayette, in which he forwarded the material 
about the languages of the Indians to Catherine II: “To know 
the affinity of tongues seems to be one step towards promoting 
the affinity of nations. Would to god, the harmony of nations 
was an object that lay nearest to the hearts of Sovereigns: and 
that the incentives to peace (of which commerce and faculty 
of understanding each other are not the most inconsiderable) 
might be daily increased! Should the present or any other 
efforts of mine to procure information respecting the different 
dialects of the Aborigines in America, serve to reflect a ray of 
light on the obscure subject of language in general, I shall be 
highly gratified.”44 

Washington expressed further the desire that the project 
of Catherine II “might, in some measure, lay the foundation 
for that assimilation of language, which, producing assimilation 
of manners and interests, should one day remove many of the 
causes of hostility from amongst mankind.”45 

These dreams, of course, had an abstract quality at that time, 
but nevertheless, the first practical step, carried out with the 
intimate participation of Franklin and Washington, as a boon 
for the development of linguistics both in Russia and in Amer- 
ica, was not in vain. The materials received from the United 
States were used in part for the second edition of the universal 
comparative dictionary,46 which in turn then exerted a vital 
influence on philological investigations in the United States. 
Already, in collecting materials for Catherine II, the Americans 
showed themselves thereby attracted to the comparative study 
of the Indian languages. Later, Barton, Hekevelder, Schultz, 
and several others prepared in America dictionaries of the 
various Indian tribes on the model of the Russian dictionary. 

The important American philologist and Vice-President of 
the Philosophical Society, Peter S. du Ponceau, frequently 
noted this circumstance later. “Comparative linguistics, as a 
science, was born in Russia,” wrote Du Ponceau, and he 
pointed out further that Catherine II already had first realized 
its significance.47 
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In connection with a review of Russo-American scientific 
and cultural ties in the 18th century, it is impossible not to 
invite attention to the correspondence and personal acquain- 
tance of Benjamin Franklin with Princess Yekaterina Ro- 
manovna Dashkova,” who was the Director of the Petersburg 
Academy of Sciences during 1783-1796, and President of the 
Special Russian Academy founded on her initiative in 1783 
for developing the Russian language. The first exchange of 
letters and meetings between Franklin and Princess Dashkova 
took place in Paris in the winter of 1781.48 Later, Franklin 
sent Princess Dashkova the second volume of the Works of 
the American Philosophical Society, in connection with which 


the Princess expressed gratitude to him in a letter of August 
30, 1788.49 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Princess Dashkova was born in 1743 and was the daugh- 
ter of Count Roman Illarionovich Vorontsov and the niece of Vice-Chancellor Mikhail 
Illarionovich Vorontsov. Her husband, Brigadier Prince Mikhail Ivanovich Dashkov. 
died in 1764. but she lived on until 1810. Her formal education was limited to foreign 
languages, dancing, and painting, but extensive reading. especially in Bayle. Mon- 
tesquieu, Boileau, and Voltaire not only made her a remarkably well informed woman 
for her time, but also accounted for her friendship with the future Catherine II (who 
was 13 years older), before the latter's accession to the throne. Because of her uncle's 
high position, Dashkova was au courant of the great affairs of state when Empress 
Elizabeth died, and though only 18 at the time, played a leading role in the palace 
revolution of 1762 which seated Catherine II on the throne. She is credited, inter 
alia, with having won over Nikita Ivanovich Panin to the overthrow of Peter III. How- 
ever, her friendship with Catherine soon cooled, and she spent the years from 1769 
to 1772 in Germany, England, France, and Switzerland, becoming acquainted with 
Voltaire and Diderot. She was abroad again between 1775 and 1782, enrolling her 
only son in Edinburgh University, meeting William Robertson and Adam Smith, and 
travelling as far south as Italy. Atter her second return home. her relations with Cath- 
erine II improved, leading to the important appointments mentioned by the author. 
However, Catherine eventually turned against her again when she arranged a per- 
formance of Knyazhnin’s play “Vadim” at the Russian Theater, and in 1796, Emperor 
Paul removed her from all her positions and exiled her from St. Petersburg. She de- 
clined reappointment as Director of the Academy of Sciences upon the accession of 
Emperor Alexander | in 1801. Meanwhile, after her appointment to that post in 1783, 
she had stepped up the Academy’s instructional program. pushed forward translations 
of important foreign literary works into Russian, provided a vehicle for the publication 
of the important Russian authors of the day, and arranged for the publication of a 
new and improved Russian dictionary. She wrote some literary pieces herself, and 
published those written by Catherine II. 
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On April 17, 1789, on the proposal of Benjamin Franklin, 
Princess Dashkova was unanimously elected a member of the 
American Philosophical Society, and on May 15, an appro- 
priate certificate was sent to her. “In striving to serve the inter- 
ests of the Society by drawing the leading scholars into it,” it 
was pointed out in the certificate, “they elected Madame Prin- 
cess Dashkova, President of the Imperial Academy of Sciences 
in St. Petersburg, as a member of the aforementioned Philo- 
sophical Society . . . °5° Princess Dashkova became the first 
woman member and the second Russian member of the Amer- 
ican Philosophical Society. On August 18/29, 1791, A. Yu. 
Kraft officially reported the election of Yekaterina Romanovna 
Dashkova while presenting to a conference of the Academy 
of Sciences a copy of the certificate, “signed in his own hand 
by the famous Doctor Franklin,” as “evidence of the high and 
flattering evaluation of the literary services of the Princess on 
the part of the most remote scientific institutions.”>! 

Later, referring to the circumstances of her election, Princess 
Dashkova herself wrote in her memoirs: “He [she is talking 
about Franklin] bears me enough friendship and esteem to 
propose me as member of the respected and already famous 
Philosophical Society of Philadelphia. | was unanimously 
elected. I have already received the diploma and since that 
time the Society has never failed to send me all its published 
works.”52 

Already in the years of the War of the American Revolution, 
American scholars showed an ever growing interest in the 
achievements of Russian science, in connection with which, it 
would be desirable to quote the words of the Vice-President 
of the Philosophical Society, Dr. Thomas Bond, from his 
speech to the jubilee meeting of the Society on May 21, 1782: 
“If we direct our attention to the countries of the Old World 
and the New, then we discover that the most significant mark 
of their character, a mark which guaranteed them recognition 
abroad, was their love of literature, art, and science. Russia, 
which already some years back was almost unknown in Europe, 
has risen to world greatness like the morning sun. She bor- 
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rowed the interests of scholars in the whole world, and gave 
all possible encouragement to the various branches of litera- 
ture, so there is something common and similar as between 
Russia and America, as far as improvements effected, and 
unexpected greatness, are concerned. I cannot refrain from a 
sincere recommendation to the Society that it exchange know- 
ledge with the learned people and institutions of this outstand- 
ing country. Science is in the care of universal friendship. It 
does not know that which is hostile and odious. It does not 
wage war with anyone. It exists in everything in the world, and 
the path of friendship which it opens is opened for all human- 
ity.”53 

When the American Academy of Arts and Sciences was 
founded in Boston in 1780, one of its most distinguished for- 
eign members became the famous Leonhard Euler.” Officially 
the election of Euler is dated January 30, 1782, but there is 
reason to think that this event took place even somewhat 
earlier. In any case, there is preserved in the protocols of the 
conference of the Petersburg Academy of Sciences a memo- 
randum of February 29/March 11, 1782 which reads: “The 
Secretary (at that time this was the son of Leonhard Euler, 
Johann Albrecht Euler) opened a package addressed to the 


*TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: By birth, Euler was Swiss, being born the son of a Cal- 
vinist pastor in Basel in 1707. He studied at Basel University under the famous mathe- 
matician Bernoulli, whose two sons were lured to the new Russian Academy of Sci- 
ences in St. Petersburg in 1725, after which, they persuaded Euler to join them in 
1727. He was in the Russian capital from 1725 to 1741. and soon acquired fame 
through his prodigious publication of mathematics articles (in Latin). He also made 
great contributions to marine science. Two of his sons, Johann Albrecht (born 1734) 
and Karl (born 1740) eventually became members of the Academy on the strength 
of their father’s reputation, while a third son, Christopher (born 1743) eventually 
became a Lieutenant General in the Russian Army. However. Euler himself was lured 
away to the Berlin Academy by Frederick II of Prussia. He was in Berlin from 1741 to 
1766. and while there engaged in academic disputes over problems of mathematics 
with Leibniz, D’Alembert, and one of the Bernoullis. He also was involved in engi- 
neering works for Frederick II and did work on problems of physics. Quarreling with 
Frederick II, he returned to St. Petersburg in 1766 and remained there until his death 
in 1783, just after his election to the Boston Academy. Though almost blind, he con- 
tinued his prodigious publication of books and articles and scientific letter writing with 
the aid of assistants subsequently famous in their own right. 
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Imperial Academy of Sciences which contained a letter of the 
Academy of Arts and Sciences recently founded in Boston in 
America, to Mr. Euler, Sr., of June 1, 1781, signed by the Cor- 
responding Secretary, Joseph Willard. This Society, only just 
formed, elected Mr. Euler, Sr. to the ranks of its members and 
requested him to transmit to and publicize in the Imperial 
Academy of Sciences its charter, drawn up on a printed sheet 
entitled: An Act for the Founding and Establishment of a So- 
ciety for the Support and Encouragement of the Arts and 
Sciences.”54 

In making such a fortunate choice, the Boston Society of 
Arts and Sciences demonstrated its respect for the best achieve- 
ments of the Petersburg Academy, with which contacts were 
established immediately after its founding. Regrettably, I have 
not succeeded in finding in the archives of the Academy of 
Sciences of the USSR any sort of supplementary materials 
relating to this election. And investigations of the authors of 
the basic guide to the manuscript materials of Euler were not 
crowned with success.55 At that time, it was known from the 
notes of Eufrosina Dvoichenko-Markov, published in 1965, 
that on August 22, 1782, at a session of the American Aca- 
demy of Arts and Sciences, Euler’s letter of reply about his 
acceptance of membership in the Boston Academy was read.56 
The American scholars were undoubtedly well informed of 
Euler’s scientific services; the library of the Boston Academy, 
according to its first manuscript catalogue, had eleven works 
of the great scholar (17 volumes).57 

The ties of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences with 
Russia were not limited to this. The Boston scholars showed 
significant interest, in particular, in the study of Siberian wheat; 
William Gordon presented special remarks on this subject on 
August 22, 1781, and on November 14, 1781, at a session of 
the Academy, a letter of Daniel Little and Caleb Gannet about 
the time and the circumstances of the appearance of Siberian 
wheat in America was read. Later, on May 29, 1787, in connec- 
tion with the publication of the first volume of the Works of 
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the Boston Academy,°8 it was decided to send it to various 
“literary societies,” among which was mentioned the “Imperial 
Academy in Russia.” The receipt of these Works, along with the 
letter of Joseph Willard of September 25, 1787, is confirmed 
in the official publication of the Petersburg Academy. Some 
time later, the receipt of news from Boston of the death of the 
first President of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 
James Bowdoin, was reported in this publication.59 

And the election of the first American scholar who was given 
the honor of entering the ranks of the foreign members of the 
Petersburg Academy of Sciences turned out to be extremely 
fortunate. He turned out to be none other than Benjamin 
Franklin. As it was recorded in the protocol of the conference 
of November 2/13, 1789, Princess Dashkova, in reading the 
records of the Academy, “discovered with surprise that the 
famous Franklin is not numbered among the foreign members. 
... His candidature, on the proposal of Her Serene Highness, 
was put to a vote, after which this respected and famous scholar 
received all affirmative votes and was elected unanimously.”6° 

In a well known letter to Benjamin Franklin of November 
4/15, 1789, written in English, Yekaterina Romanovna Dash- 
kova remarked: “Having always supposed, and even cherished 
the idea, that you were a member of the Imperial Academy of 
Sciences, which is at St. Petersburg under my direction, 1 was 
greatly surprised, when, reviewing the list of its members some 
days ago, I did not find your name in the number. I hastened 
therefore to acquire this honor for the Academy, and you were 
received among its members with an unanimous applause and 
joy. | beg you, Sir, to accept of this title, and to believe that | 
look upon it as an honor acquired by our Academy.” In ending 
the letter, the Princess pointed out that it gave her the greatest 
satisfaction to present to Franklin “a token of my regard and 
veneration” and that “I shall always recollect with pride the ad- 
vantage I had to be personally noticed by you.”6! 

In sending Franklin a certificate about his election as a for- 
eign member of the Petersburg Academy of Sciences, “the 


116 RUSSIA AND THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION 


Permanent Secretary of Academy Conferences,” Johann Al- 
brecht Euler, wrote with complete justification that although 
the Academy was “one of the last to show this official mark of 
its respect, it has not failed for more than four decades already 
to admire his rare services more than those of any other Aca- 
demician.’’6? 

The election of Franklin as a foreign member of the Peters- 
burg Academy not only reflected respect for services to science, 
but also was recognition of his extensive political, social, and 
literary activity, which already had served recently as the object 
of the serious and ever growing attention of Russian society. 
Franklin became the first American author whose works were 
translated into the Russian langquage.®3 The well-known Poor 
Richard's Almanack (or Rikhard, as he was called in the Rus- 
sian press), first published in 1784, enjoyed special popularity 
in Russia, and thereafter was many times republished in several 
variations.64 

Franklin first began to publish his almanack already in 1732 
under the pseudonym of Richard Saunders. Franklin filled in 
the little spaces between remarkable days in the calendar with 
“proverbial sentences, chiefly such as inculcated industry and 
frugality.” In the words of Franklin, “it being more difficult for 
a man in want to act always honestly,” as reads one of these 
proverbs, “it is hard for an empty bag to stand upright.” “These 
proverbs,” wrote Franklin in his autobiography, “which con- 
tained the wisdom of many ages and nations, I assembled and 
formed into a connected discourse prefix’d to the Almanack 
of 1757, as the harangue of a wise old man to the people 
attending an auction.” The clear, simple, and pointed pro- 
verbs reflected the ideals of the rising bourgeoisie, and enjoyed 
enormous success. In America and Europe, they brought out 
ever newer and newer editions of the almanack, which became 
the book of reference of the third estate. In the “preface of the 
authors” of the Moscow edition of the Wisdom of Rikhard in 
1791, the necessity was pointed out “of spreading true founda- 
tions for wise conduct in the course of life, and developing a 
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taste for civil and moral virtue in that valuable class of the 
people without which we would have deficiencies in almost 
everything. 66 

Another well-known work of Franklin, his autobiography, 
which came to light in a French translation in 1791, enjoyed 
great popularity in Russia.®7 It is notable that this book at once 
aroused a lively response in Russia on the part of one of the 
most important writers of that time, Nikolay Mikhailovich 
Karamzin,” who wrote in a special review in the journal pub- 
lished by him: “Everyone reading this comment on a worthy 
book will be impressed by the wonderful tale of a human 
destiny. Franklin, who wandered into Philadelphia along the 
streets in a thin coat, without money, without acquaintances, 
not knowing anything except the English language and a poor 
typographical trade—this Franklin, after several years, made 
himself well known and honored in the two parts of the world, 
humbled the pride of the British, gave freedom to almost all 
America, and enriched science with great discoveries!’68 

Some years later, Selections from Franklin’s Writings, dedi- 
cated to various moral virtues and the status quo of the day, 
was published in a journal under the innocent title of Pleasant 
and Useful Pastimes,5° and received extensive publicity, for 
that time, in the most varied circles of Russian society.7° 

The modest outward appearance of Franklin, who turned 
up in the splendid Parisian salons in a simple brown suit, with 
smoothly brushed hair, and not in the powdered wig which 
European custom decreed, produced an unforgettable im- 
pression on contemporaries.”! This was, so to speak, a living 
model of the moral rules and virtues, about which he wrote so 
clearly and beautifully in his collected works. The impression 


*TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: The principal period of the career of the great Russian 
litterateur and historian, Nikolay Mikhailovich Karamzin (1766-1826) came after the 
period covered by this book. It is therefore enough to note here that his favorable com- 
ments on Franklin in 1791 were made at a time when the eventual excesses of the 
French Revolution had not yet caused him to adopt the extremely conservative views 
reflected in his great masterpiece. the History of the Russian State, which was written 
during the reign of Emperor Alexander I. 
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was strengthened by the completely unusual, and even excep- 
tional, destiny of the American, who by his very nature vividly 
symbolized the superiority of modesty, talent, and work over 
riches, rank, and idleness. “Having emerged from the poverty 
and obscurity in which I was born and bred, to a state of afflu- 
ence and some degree of reputation in the world,” wrote 
Franklin with pride in his autobiography, “:. . . the conducing 
means I made use of... my posterity may like to know... 72 

It seems quite probable that the personal acquaintance of 
Denis Ivanovich Fonvizin with Benjamin Franklin in Paris is to 
some degree reflected in connection with the creation of the 
character of Starodum in the undying comedy of the 18th cen- 
tury, Nedorosl. There is no reason to doubt either the serious 
attention on the part of Lyev Nikolayevich Tolstoy to the legacy 
of Franklin.?3 However, this is already too remote a subject for 
our theme to dwell on it in any sort of detail. 

In summary, from the time of the War of the American Kevo- 
lution, the loftiest opinion about the leaders of the young re- 
public which defended its freedom in a struggle against a mighty 
mother country was emphasized in the Russian press. This 
opinion did not change later, in the 1790's, in the period of the 
extreme reaction, reinforced by fear of the French Revolution. 
It was characteristic, in particular, that in 1790, T. Voskrensensky 
published in Tobolsk a speech of Condorcet in which was 
contained an exceptionally high evaluation of the services of 
Benjamin Franklin and Leonhard Euler.’4 (Although the names 
of these two scholars were not mentioned, the text of the 
speech did not leave the slightest doubts as to whom the author 
had in mind.) In the following year, in 1791, there could be 
read in the Moscow Journal the lines “To the Current Cen- 
tury,” in which were given an evaluation of the basic achieve- 
ments of an 18th century nearing its end: 


Oh century of splendor, wisdom, and invention! 
Permit a speck of dust before you, 

At the place where sacrifices are brought, 

To honor you with reverence! 
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What century had achieved such radiant glory? 

In you depraved morals were reformed; 

In you a free path was opened to the shrine of the Sciences; 
In you were born Voltaire, Franklin, and Cook, 

the Rumyantsevs” and the Washingtons; 

In you the laws of Nature became known.75 


The first contacts between Russia and America were estab- 
lished and developed, despite the enormous geographical dis- 
tances, the religious prejudices, and the political obstacles. 
The lofty spirit of internationalism in science, which has taken 
on such a splendid form in our days in the solution of the mys- 
terious secrets of the nucleus of the atom, in the joint Soviet- 
American Soyuz-Apollo space program and in many other 
areas, found expression in the 18th century in the development 
of the original foundations of the theory of electricity. And it is 
especially pleasant to us in this connection to invite attention 
to the fact that at the source of the first contacts between Rus- 
sia and America two great names shine with a bright, undimmed 
light— Mikhail Vasilyevich Lomonosov and Benjamin Franklin, 
illuminating the best traditions of the past and serving as a sym- 
bol of the future. 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Although these lines were written by the great Russian 
historian Nikolay Mikhailovich Karamzin, it is doubtful that the coupling of Wash- 
ington’s name with that of General-Field Marshal Count Pyotr Aleksandrovich Rum- 
yantsev (1725-1796) was very apt. A true professional soldier whom Suvorov regarded 
as his teacher, Rumyantsev cut his military teeth during the Russo-Swedish War of 
1742-1744, and went on to become one of the great Russian commanders of the 
Seven Years War (1756-1763). However, he won his greatest fame during Catherine 
II's First Turkish War of 1768-1774, when he led the Russian Army across the Danube. 
Washington, on the other hand, was the sort of general who lost most of his battles 
but won his war, because he possessed statesmanlike qualities of which Rumyantsev 
was in short supply. 


/ 


The American Theme in the Russian 
Press of the 1770's and 1780's 


The War of the American Revolution, in the graphic expres- 
sion of Karl Marx, “sounded the tocsin for the European bour- 
geoisie.”! Precisely in America, in the course of the War of the 
Revolution, arose “the idea of a great united democratic re- 
public . . . and the first impulse was given to the European 
revolution of the 18th century. . . .”2 

Of course, the Russia of the second half of the 18th century 
was neither pre-revolutionary France, nor industrially devel- 
oped England nor bourgeois Holland (the Republic of the 
United Provinces). The capitalistic structure was only begin- 
ning to develop in Russia, and there still was no “third estate” 
as such in the country. It would therefore be an obvious exag- 
geration to speak of a straight and direct influence of the War of 
the American Revolution on the revolutionary movement in 
Russia. Along with this, it would be profoundly mistaken to 
suppose that the development of Russia proceeded in any sort 
of completely exceptional, special way, outside the mainstream 
of world progress, that Russia did not in general enter into the 
realm of “western civilization,” etc. By virtue of a number of 
objective reasons and favorable circumstances, the course of 
the War of the American Revolution of 1775-1783 could re- 
ceive in the Russian press, if not a fuller reflection, then in any 
event a much more correct and impartial one, than did the 
events of the Great French Revolution of 1789-1794 sub- 
sequently.3 We must take into account moreover the sharp dif- 
ference between the general position of the Tsarist Government 
with respect to the United States during 1775-1783, and the 
one with respect to revolutionary France during 1789-1794, 
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the special features of the internal development of Russia in 
the corresponding years; and finally, the eccentricity of the 
methods of administration employed by Catherine II herself in 
the various periods of her reign. 

In principle, of course, the revolutionary American War for 
Independence and the bourgeois revolution in France of the 
18th century, as phenomena of the same type, had to provoke 
a sharply negative reaction of the ruling classes both of Russia 
and of the other feudal-absolutist states of Europe. In practice, 
events in America affected the interests of England above all, 
took place somewhere far across the ocean, and, it seemed, 
did not offer any sort of real threat to the existing order. On 
the other hand, the threatening events of 1789-1794 in France 
(not to speak of the fact that by their character they were much 
more radical than the American ones), took place, not some- 
where on the outer edge of the world, but in the heart of Europe, 
and created, in the eyes of the European monarchs, a direct 
threat to the existing order. 

For an understanding of the causes of the more or less objec- 
tive evaluation of the events of the American Revolution in the 
Russian press, we must take into account the preservation in 
the 1770's and 1780's of some remnants of the “liberalism” of 
Catherine II, who tried in such a way to conceal the ugly forms 
of the system of serfdom in Russia. In extending protection to 
the men of the European Enlightenment, Catherine II hoped to 
strengthen her position within the country, and to elevate her 
international prestige. Correspondence with the most impor- 
tant philosophes was used by the Russian Empress for the 
broadcasting of reports favorable to her, and for the strengthen- 
ing of her authority in European public opinion. And after the 
uprising of Pugachyov was ended, the ties with the men of the 
European Enlightenment continued further, albeit with “legis- 
lative pranks,” as Catherine herself called them. Voltaire reg- 
ularly corresponded with the Empress up to his death in 1778 
“on the insights and the style of the Sovereign.” Still more 
lively and prolonged (up to 1796) was the correspondence of 
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Catherine II with the French critic Baron Melchior Grimm,” 
who belonged to the circle of the Encyclopaedists. Grimm was 
not only a constant correspondent, but became in essence a 
confidant and agent of Catherine II abroad, with whom the 
Empress took counsel on the most varied questions, and to 
whom, moreover, she furnished material support.4 
Representatives of the highest aristocracy did not lag behind 
the “enlightened” Tsaritsa. Catherine II invited Diderot and 
D’Alembert to St. Petersburg; Grigory Grigoryevich Orlov and 
Kirill Grigoryevich Razumovsky*” invited the philosophe-exile 
Rousseau. The Tsaritsa read with delight Montesquieu’s The 


*TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Like his sometime friend, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Fred- 
éric-Melchior Grimm was a cosmopolitan West European drawn to residence in Paris 
during the apogee of the Enlightenment. Unlike Rousseau, however, Grimm lived 
to witness the great French Revolution, and had to spend the last 15 years of his life 
in his native Germany. Born at Ratisbon in 1723, he was educated at the University 
of Leipzig, and came to Paris as the tutor of the children of Count von Schomberg. 
Later he attached himself there to the household of the Prince of Saxe-Gotha, and with 
Rousseau’s help eventually became the secretary of a nephew of the Marshal de Saxe. 
By the time rivalry for the affections of Madame d’Epinay had ruined his friendship 
with Rousseau in 1753, he had acquired a reputation as a literary correspondent of 
six rulers, who showered gifts upon him. In addition to Catherine II, these included 
King Gustaf Ill of Sweden and King Stanislaus Augustus of Poland. The Free City of 
Frankfort appointed him its Minister to the French Court, and he eventually became a 
Baron of the Holy Roman Empire and a State Counsellor of the Russian Empire. The 
sixteen volumes of his correspondence constitute a history of French literature between 
1752 and 1790. The praise of Voltaire had earned him his repute as a critic, and he 
was the friend of Diderot. Fleeing from Paris in 1792, he went to Gotha. Both Cathe- 
rine II and Paul I used him as a diplomat representing Russia at the petty Courts of 
Upper Saxony. He died in 1807. 


**TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Count Kirill Grigoryevich Razumovsky (1728-1803) was 
the last Hetman of the Zaporozhe Cossacks, and the younger brother of a particular 
favorite of the Empress Elizabeth. During 1743-1745, he was sent abroad by that 
brother to obtain a Western education. He studied with the famous Leonhard Euler in 
Berlin and then at Gottingen, before visiting France and Italy. When he returned 
home, Elizabeth made him President of the Academy of Sciences at the age of 18, and 
in 1750, the post of Hetman of Little Russia (i.e, the Ukraine) was revived for him. 
However, Elizabeth came to dislike his independent ways and clipped his wings. 
Though he supported the accession of Catherine Il in 1762, that Empress decided to 
abolish the post of Hetman of Little Russia in 1764. Appointed a General-Field Mar- 
shal thereafter, Razumovsky lived quietly for the rest of his life at Moscow and at 
Baturin in the Ukraine. 


The American Theme in the Russian Press 123 


Spirit of the Laws; Count Pavel Sergeyevich Potyomkin’* 
translated Rousseau: Princess Yekaterina Romanovna Dash- 
kova printed quotations from the book of Helvétius, De I’Esprit, 
in the newspaper Innocent Exercises. Being in Paris, the Prin- 
cess was not laggard in becoming acquainted with Benjamin 
Franklin, in dining with the Abbé Raynal, and in receiving “the 
whole of society,” including Diderot, at her home in the eve- 
ning.° Finally, Prince Mikhail Mikhailovich Shcherbatov,** who 
was Critically disposed with respect to the Court of Catherine 
II—and this is especially important—stated directly to the 
French Chargé d’Affaires in Russia that he was a republican, 
and a decided proponent of the independence of America.6 
We must not exaggerate too much, it goes without saying, 
the enlightened “pranks” of the Empress Catherine. Attraction 
to the Western Enlightenment was in the final analysis only 
an external one: when a matter concerned Russia, the attitude 
of the Empress changed abruptly. With bitter irony, Alexander 
Sergeyevich Pushkin remarked later on this subject: “Catherine 
loved the Enlightenment, but Novikov, who spread the first 
rays thereof went from the hands of Sheshkovsky to prison, 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Count P. S. Potyomkin (1743-1796) was a kinsman of 
the more famous Prince Grigory Aleksandrovich Potyomkin-Tavrichesky. Though a 
part-time literary figure after graduation from Moscow University, Potyomkin also had a 
military and administrative career. He helped save Kazan from Pugachyov, and was 
thereafter active in promoting Russian expansion in the Caucasus region, serving as 
Governor-General of Saratov and the Caucasus during 1784-1788, and then, during 
1788-1796, as Governor of the Caucasus. Though he performed well on the battle- 
field during the Second Turkish War and the Russian invasion of Poland in 1794, his 
career was under a cloud after the death of his famous kinsman in 1791, because a 
Persian prince had been murdered in his province. 


**TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Though hostile to the Court of Catherine II, Shcherbatov 
was an ardent defender of the special privileges of the nobility. Born in 1733, he re- 
tired from the Semyonovsky Guards Regiment in 1762, and subsequently represented 
Yaroslavl on Catherine II’s Legislative Commission. Though he was active in the Col- 
lege of Commerce during Catherine’s reign, and became a Senator, he is best remem- 
bered for his amateurish efforts to write a history of Russia. The 14th and 15th volumes 
of his work, which brought it up to the year 1610, were published posthumously. De- 
spite the numerous errors in his work, it prepared the way for Karamzin by making 
available new source materials not hitherto used, and was notable for its 18th century 
anti-clerical viewpoint. Shcherbatov died in 1790. 
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where he was located up to her death. Radishchev was sent to 
Siberia; Knyazhnin died under the birch rods, and Fonvizin, 
whom she feared, would not have escaped this same fate, had 
it not been for his being extraordinarily well known.”? 

Nevertheless, to some degree the liberal “pranks” of the 
Empress created some legal possibility of the spreading of the 
advanced literature and revolutionary ideas in Russia, which 
was used very well by the Russian men of the Enlightenment. 
One may judge already about the degree of the acquaintance 
of the Russian reader with the ideas and literature of the West- 
ern Enlightenment by the fact that in the years of the reign of 
Catherine, around 60 individual works of Voltaire, principally 
the major ones, were translated, and some of them went 
through several editions.8 

It is of course impossible to compare the popularity of Frank- 
lin in Russia with the popularity of Voltaire, and the degree of 
American influence, in comparison with French influence, was 
not great at that time. Nevertheless, we think that there exist 
sufficient reasons to suppose that Russian society (in any case, 
the educated part thereof) was informed quite satisfactorily 
about the situation in North America and the character of the 
events which took place there in the 1770’s and 1780's. At 
the disposal of the reader were a number of books in the 
Russian language (not speaking even of a variety of foreign 
publications), a great quantity of magazine articles, and finally, 
extensive and varied material about events in America systema- 
tically printed in the pages of the Moscow News and the St. 
Petersburg News. 

We must keep in mind that the American theme was not 
completely new for the Russian reader of the last quarter of the 
18th century. To some degree or other, the theme of America, 
the history of its discovery and colonization, had attracted the 
attention of various levels of Russian society earlier. It is suf- 
ficient to remember that Mikhail Vasilyevich Lomonosov re- 
ferred to this theme in various aspects and in a variety of 
connections. Widely known also were the verses of Aleksandr 
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Petrovich Sumarokov,” “On America” (1759), inspired by 
aroused sympathy for the Indians: 


The Europeans touched dry land, 
Whither boldness had led them, 

They want to purify the souls of mortals 
And kill their bodies.® 


The question of the appearance of the first inhabitants in 
North America interested Artemy Vorontsov.!° Finally, in 1765, 
one of the first detailed books on North America was pub- 
lished.!2 

This listing could, it goes without saying, be continued: to- 
wards the middle of the 1770's, the first reports were already 
accumulating, and there existed some literature (although very 
limited) about America. However, only after the beginning of 
the War of the American Revolution, and as a result of this war, 
is a serious and ever growing interest in America to be first 
discovered in Russian society, and the possibility appears of 
speaking about the real knowledgeability of the Russian reader 
concerning American events. Moreover, not only did the 
amount of literature about America grow, but the American 
subjects themselves which had been touched upon earlier more 
or less infrequently now sounded a completely different note, 
and were filled (indirectly, but sometimes directly also) with a 
new, revolutionary content. The exciting news from across the 
ocean caused the Russian reader to take an attitude of interest 
towards the most varied compilations about America, even 
those which did not at first glance have direct relevance to 
events in progress. 

At the end of the 1770's the History of America of the im- 

“TRANSLATOR'S NOTE: Sumarokov was born in 1718 and died in 1777. and, 
like Lomonosov. was one of the literary luminaries of the reign of the Empress Eliza- 
beth. He was relatively well educated in the Nobles Army Cadet School. and became 
in time a protege of the powerful Razumovskys. He wrote poetry, songs, and plays, 


and did much to develop a taste for the theater, opera. and ballet among the Russian 
upper classes during the time of Elizabeth. 
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portant English historian William Robertson, published in Eng- 
land in 1777, received significant publicity. Academic News 
printed in 1779-1780 An Account of the History of America, 
Compiled by Mr. Robertson, Historiographer of His Majesty 
the King of Great Britain.12 We must note that Ivan Bogayevsky 
rather expounded than translated the basic content of Robert- 
son’s book, which offered for the Russian reader special inter- 
est “with respect to the center of the attention of Europe, which 
is directed towards the affair that is now taking place in the 
American settlements which have broken away from England, 
and which are opposing so stubbornly the forces of Great 
Britain . . . "13 Somewhat later, in 1784, the collected works 
of Robertson came out in a different edition in the translation 
of A. I. Luzhkov.!4 

It is notable that in the year of the end of the War of the 
American Revolution, i.e., in 1783, the first book of a Russian 
author specially devoted to the new state, the United States, 
saw the light of day in St. Petersburg. This was D. M. Ladygin’s 
small work of a reference nature, which gave the reader a 
general picture of the history of colonization and the contem- 
porary situation in the former English settlements in North 
America which had proclaimed their independence.!5 

In this same year, the American theme was especially richly 
presented in the publications of Nikolay Ivanovich Novikov,” 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Novikov (1744-1818) is generally regarded as having 
been one of those two Russian literary figures (the other being Radishchev) whose 
persecution at the hands of Catherine II during the years of the French Revolution 
indicated that the seed of the desire for such a revolution in Russia had already taken 
root. He was born at Tikhvin near Moscow, educated in the gymnasium attached to 
Moscow University, and served in the Guards Regiments, subsequently becoming a 
member of Catherine’s Legislative Commission. During 1769-1774, he published a 
series of satiric journals in which serfdom was attacked. However, Novikov was no 
Pugachyov, and relied on the ameliorating effects of education, rather than on revolu- 
tion, to bring about improvements. He also rode the horse of Russian patriotism hard. 
Active in Russian Masonry during 1775-1779, he embarked upon the extensive pub- 
lishing career described by the author of this book in 1777. As early as 1789 he was 
deprived of the use of the press of Moscow University, and from 1792 to 1796 was 
locked up in Schlusselberg Fortress. Though Emperor Paul set him free, neither Paul 
nor his successor, Alexander I, would allow Novikov to resume his career as a pub- 
lisher. Nevertheless, that career was an inspiration to Radishchev, Fonvizin, Krylov, 
Pushkin, Herzen, Belinsky, Chernyshevsky, and Dobrolyubov. 
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RUSSIAN 
SYMPATHIZERS 
WITH THE 
SPIRIT OF ’76 


DENIS IVANOVICH FONVIZIN, 1744-1792 
Literary Giant of the 18th Century 
Benjamin Franklin served as a model for 
one of the best known characters in his 
plays. 


# 


NIKOLAY IVANOVICH NOVIKOV ALEKSANDR NIKOLAYEVICH 
1744-1818 RADISHCHEV, 1749-1802 
Editor, Moscow News, 1779-1789. He Author of “Freedom” and of Joumey 
made literate Russians aware of the from St. Petersburg to Moscow. 
deeper significance of the American “Oh unyielding warrior, 
Revolution. 


You are and were invincible, 
Your leader is Freedom, Washington.” 
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who brought out in particular, the books of J. B. Bossiev 16 and 
F. V. Taube!’ in Russian translation. We must invite attention 
to the fact that already, in the very name of Taube’s book, the 
year of the proclamation of the independence of the United 
States, 1776, was emphasized, and the correctness of the 
reasons which produced the war in North America was pointed 
out. Regrettably, the author of the book was not consistent, 
and in the introduction, described the “dispute between Eng- 
land and her American settlements” as “contrary to nature.” 
However, in the text itself, the reader found the following stir- 
ring lines: “Freedom—this is the noblest natural right of the 
reasonable being! It peopled these great lands (he is talking 
about the English settlements in America) and made them 
mighty, rich, and courageous . . .”!8 

The acquaintance of the Russian reader with the foreign 
literature about America was not limited, it goes without saying, 
to translations only. We must take into account that many of 
the best foreign books about America, for reasons of the cen- 
sorship, did not appear at that time in the Russian language. 
However, the educated circles of Russian society were well 
advised about their contents, ordered them from abroad, and 
read them in the original. As a characteristic example in this 
regard may serve the famous collected works of the Abbé 
Guillaume-Thomas-Francois Raynal,” Histoire philosophique 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: The author of this book may be overly generous in 
dealing with Raynal, though he scarcely exaggerates the sensation which the Histoire 
des deux Indes produced when it first appeared. Born in 1713, Raynal lived on until 
1796. Originally a teacher at an obscure Jesuit college, he came to Paris in 1747, but 
having been discovered in the practice of simony. he abandoned the vocation of priest 
and entered journalism in 1748. His early historical works. published between 1748 and 
1763, ranged from the mediocre to the poor. though they brought him money and the 
attention of Madame Geoffrin, Helvetius, and Holbach. His method of writing the 
Histoire des deux Indes between 1763 and 1770 was to pick the brains of others 
(though he visited England. Holland, Russia, Germany, and Switzerland, he never 
visited America). Diderot later claimed that he had written a third of Raynal’s book, 
and at least half a dozen other major writers contributed. This was why Raynal failed 
to publish the first edition in his own name in 1770, though he did claim credit for the 
much revised Geneva edition published in 1780. Though pronounced a literary dis- 
aster by Voltaire, the first edition became famous because of its attacks on the reigning 
European monarchs: it was officially condemned by the Parlement of Paris in 1779. 
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et politique des établissements et du commerce des Européens 
dans les deux Indes,!9 published many times in the 1770's, 
and supplemented in 1780 with chapters about the American 
Revolution. The unusual variety of the subjects touched upon, 
the political realism, the criticism of the feudal-absolutist struc- 
ture, and the unmasking of the colonial policy of the European 
monarchs, in conjunction with the splendid literary skill of the 
author, put Raynal’s Histoire des deux Indes in the ranks of 
the most popular works of the European Enlightenment. In 
the many-volumed work of Abbé Raynal, the reader found, 
alongside the propaganda of the American Revolution, a mer- 
ciless unmasking of the system of serfdom in Russia. And 
although Raynal could, of course, be mistaken in details, his 
passionate criticism of the system of political and civil slavery 
sounded an audacious call for the violent overthrow of the old 
order.2° 

It is not surprising therefore that advanced social circles of 
Russia and the Tsarist Government took completely different 
attitudes towards the book of Abbé Raynal. Catherine II re- 
ceived the chapters about the American Revolution already in 
the summer of 1780, and remarked in a letter to her constant 
correspondent, Baron Melchior Grimm, that “the American 
record is filled with declarations in which there is too little that 


Before bringing out the second edition of the book under his own name in 1780, 
Raynal did extensive research to eliminate some of the errors of the original. Louis 
XVI had the revision burned by the public executioner in 1781 because of its anti- 
clerical passages, after which Raynal fled to Germany, hoping to become the protege 
of Frederick fl of Prussia. However, Frederick was bored by him, and he went on to 
St. Petersburg to meet a reluctant Catherine II. He was allowed to return to France 
in 1787, but declined a chance to be elected to the Estates-General in 1788-1789. To 
the dismay of the Left in the French National Assembly, he had decided by 1791 that 
the French Revolution had gone too far. He might have lost his life during the Reign 
of Terror had he not been put down by both the Girondins and the Jacobins as a senile 
old man who had entered his second childhood. Even so, his rather considerable 
fortune was confiscated during the Reign of Terror. After the Thermidorean Reaction, 
he was back in the good graces of the Government again, and was about to be elected 
to the new Institut de France when he died in 1796. Posterity has not endorsed his 
own feeling that he deserved a place alongside Montesquieu, Voltaire, Diderot, and 
Rousseau as one of the major figures of the Enlightenment. 
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is reasonable and too much that is unbecoming impertinence,” 
and that she had “less time than ever before for almost use- 
less reading.”2! All the same, she found the time for the read- 
ing apparently, since in a letter of April 1/12, 1782, Catherine 
Il again made mention of “the empty idle talk of Abbé Raynal 
against Us,” and some days later, with obvious irritation already, 
she added in her native tongue that Abbé Raynal quackt und 
lugt.22 

The Russian public evaluated quite otherwise the collected 
works of the Abbé Raynal. It rallied, in particular, to the opinion 
of a leading littérateur, the editor of Academic News, Pyotr 
Ivanovich Bogdanovich,' who made mention of the translation 
of Raynal’s book made by Ivan Parfinovich Khmelnitsky. Bog- 
danovich remarked that “nowhere is it possible to extract such 
disinterested and such fundamental information about such 
subjects as in the magnificent philosophical and political his- 
tory of the settlement and trade of Europeans in both Indies, 
which was translated into the Russian language by Ivan Parfino- 
vich Khmelnitsky,” and he expressed the conviction that the 
book “without a doubt will be published in the world for a 
prolonged time.”23 The translation of Raynal’s book did not 
succeed in being published “for a prolonged time” for fully 
understandable reasons. And a number of other attempts to 
bring about the publication of Raynal’s book in the Russian 
language in the 18th century suffered failure. We note in par- 
ticular that in the summer of 1787 an unknown translator re- 
ported through the Moscow News that “the philosophical and 
political history of the settlements and trade in both Indies” 
was being translated, and that it was already translated com- 
pletely; however, nothing is also known about the subsequent 
fate of this translation.24 

But if the publication of the translation of Raynal’s book 


*TRANSLATOR’'S NOTE: Bogdanovich published mostly unexceptional travel 
books, grammars, and the like during a fifteen-year literary career starting in 1781, and 
was editor of the New St. Petersburg Herald during 1786. He was ordered to take up 
residence in his native Poltava in 1796 by Emperor Paul, and never allowed to return 
to St. Petersburg. 
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could be forbidden, and even confiscated, and the copies which 
had already come out could be burned, as the Government of 
Louis XVI did in France in 1781, it was much more difficult 
to stop the spread of revolutionary ideas. 

To some degree, the news of the prohibition of Raynal’s book 
drew the additional attention of readers thereto, and served its 
popularity, and the punitive measures of the French authorities 
were little effective. “Almost no one came to the destruction of 
this forbidden book. and the author was given means to depart 
for England,” reported the St. Petersburg News in the summer 
of 1781.25 As a rule, the French original of Raynal’s collected 
works (sometimes in several editions) was present in all the 
large book collections of Moscow and St. Petersburg, and it 
could be obtained in the free market. Thus, for example, on 
November 13/24, 1781, an announcement was placed in the 
Moscow News that in St. Petersburg “at the merchants Kur- 
tener, Reinberg, and Company” subscriptions “to the collected 
works of the glorious Abbé Raynal” were being opened.26 

Approximately at that same time, a still more interesting 
announcement with regard to the possibility of ordering a 
collection of American legislative acts could be read in the 
newspapers: “They write from Philadelphia on July 28 that 
recently, in that city, by decision of the American Congress, 
there was printed a collection of the various acts of that Con- 
gress with regard to the new administration of the thirteen 
United American Provinces, iie.: (1) the constitutions of the 
various independent states in America; (2) the Declaration 
of Independence of the aforementioned states; (3) the Articles 
of Confederation between these states; (4) the treaties con- 
cluded between His Majesty the King of France and the United 
American States. This collection consists of 226 pages in 8-v 
folio, and those interested may order it from Holland.”27 

On the whole, the possibilities of becoming acquainted with 
the best foreign publications widened ever more for the Rus- 
sian reader in these years. The number of book stores grew 
sharply: if only one book shop existed in St. Petersburg in 1768, 
then thirty years later, 29 were already opened. In Moscow, 
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at the end of the 18th century, 20 book stores already existed, 
and in the provinces, 17.28 

Despite all the significance of book literature in the forma- 
tion of the picture of the Russian reader about America and 
the events which took place there, this was not the only source, 
or even the main source, of information. Much more important 
were the extensive materials published in the Russian periodical 
press of that time. Precisely the periodical press, in part jour- 
nals, and newspapers especially (the Moscow News and the St. 
Petersburg News) were at that time the best source of infor- 
mation of the Russian reader about events in America, and 
precisely in them do we find the most important materials 
about the course of the revolutionary American War for Inde- 
pendence. 

Current information about the most important events in 
America which most of all interested the reader of the time 
naturally got into the book literature with great delay.29 The 
periodical press disposed of the great possibilities in this regard. 
The American thematics attracted the attention of the most 
varied journals: among them may be noted the journal close to 
academic circles, the Collection of Various Compilations and 
Novelties, published by Ippolit Fyodorovich Bogdanovich” in 
1775-1776, the moderately liberal St. Petersburg Herald of 
G. L. Branko, which brought out in 1778-1781 the Academic 
News, edited by Pyotr Ivanovich Bogdanovich, and finally, the 
especially Novikovite Supplement to the Moscow News (1783- 
1784).3° Later, in 1786-1787, significant material on the 
United States could be found in the monthly Mirror of the 
World, and in the 1790's, in the Political Journal published at 
Moscow University by Pavel Afanasyevich Sokhatsky.”” 


“TRANSLATOR'’S NOTE: A poet and civil servant, Bogdanovich was born in 1743, 
attended Moscow University after military service, worked in the College of Foreign 
Affairs during 1763-1766, and at the Russian Embassy in Saxony during 1766-1769. 
Attached thereafter to the Department of Heraldry, he joined subsequently the Ar- 
chives Department, of which he was head from 1788 to 1795. He died in Kursk in 
1802. Though only his first narrative poem, Dushenka, had enduring literary value, 
he belonged to the literary circle of the Princess Dashkova and wrote plays for the 
Hermitage Theater. 
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It is notable that already in the first number of Ippolit Fyodo- 
rovich Bogdanovich’s Collection of Novelties, which came out 
in the fall of 1775, it was noted that the “American colonists, 
being long discontented with the orders of the English Parlia- 
ment, do not want to be subject to the English any longer. With 
a strong armed hand they are defending their rights and free- 
dom, and this defense is hopefully much exhausting the King- 
dom. England must suffer much damage in her internecine 
war, and in the sort of one in which the opposite side is basing 
its efforts on justice.”3! 

In a subsequent Collection of Novelties, they systematically 
made surveys of foreign information, in which a prominent 
place belonged to news about the uprising which had begun 
in the North American colonies of England. Although on the 
whole, English reports predominated in the journal, in some 
articles the reader was acquainted with materials from French 
and even American sources. 32 

In 1781, Academic News put in “A Description of the Coun- 
tries Engaged in War,” in which basic attention was devoted 
to the war of the United States and England, and Catherine 
Il and the system of armed neutrality were extolled through- 
out.33 In this same year, the editor of the journal, Pyotr Ivano- 
vich Bogdanovich, published over a series of six numbers an 
extended article “On America,’34 based apparently on a num- 
ber of French compilations, and in particular, on Raynal’s 
book. 

The St. Petersburg Herald of G. L. Branko usually informed 
its readers of events in America in the division “Survey of 
Foreign News.” The texts of the convention of Russia with 
Denmark, Prussia, and Sweden about armed neutrality, and 
also numerous reports about the internal situation in Great 
Britain, were printed in the newspaper. Material about the 
individual military battles was also put in.%° 

But if current reports in the journals about the War of the 


**TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Born in 1765, Sokhatsky was a Professor of Aesthetics 
and Ancient Languages at Moscow University. He lived until 1809, and was a prolific 
writer. 
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American Revolution bore to a certain degree an occasional 
character, and were published irregularly (and the very time of 
the publication of the majority of the journals was often limited 
by some years, and in some cases, even months), then the 
newspapers of both capitals, beginning with 1775, the St. Pe- 
tersburg News and the Moscow News, put in systematically 
enormous material, which gave a quite full picture of the 
course of military operations, the general international situa- 
tion, and the internal situation of the rebels. 

Soviet researchers, first A- 1. Startsev, and then M. N. Shpry- 
gova,?6 have already drawn attention to the rich materials pub- 
lished in the Russian periodical press in connection with the 
War of the American Revolution, which vitally facilitates our 
task. It is true that their valuable investigations are not lacking 
in some insufficiences and gaps. Thus, for example, if Startsev, 
in our opinion, mistakenly denies the vital differences in the 
positions of the Moscow and St. Petersburg offices, and does 
not identify the especially Novikovite decade (1779-1789), 
Shprygova begins an investigation only with 1779, thus leaving 
the preceding years outside the field of her attention. Mean- 
while, it is clear that use of the material of 1775-1779 would 
make it possible to define more clearly, and to analyze, that 
new thing which Novikov later introduced, beginning with 1779 
as editor of the Moscow News, and at the same time not to 
denigrate the significance of the preceding period. 

In connection with a general evaluation of the contents of 
both Russian newspapers (there were no other newspapers 
in the country except the St. Petersburg News and the Moscow 
News), we must take account of the fact that although the one 
was published by the Academy of Sciences, and the other by 
Moscow University, both were official, government organs (and 
not private publications like many foreign newspapers), which 
unavoidably put a definitely official stamp, both on their con- 
tents, and also on their form. The editors of the St. Petersburg 
newspaper naturally encountered special difficulty in this re- 
gard. (During 1776-1782, the well known littérateur of the time 
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of Catherine, Ippolit Fyodorovich Bogdanovich, mentioned 
above, edited it.)37 

It is impossible not to invite attention once more also to a 
single peculiarity of the Russian press of that time: in connec- 
tion with a look at the newspapers and journals of the 18th 
century, the absolute predominance of translated material at 
once strikes the eye. Hamburg Correspondent (Staats- und 
Gelehrte Zeitung der Hamburgischen imparteiischen Corres- 
pondenten), in particular, served as the basic source of the 
foreign information of the Petersburg newspaper. For a con- 
temporary investigator, it often seems difficult to define where 
he is dealing with the text of an author, and where with a 
translation; how to separate the author from the translator; 
and what is original and what is borrowed. The predominance 
of translated literature was not of course unusual: that about 
which, in the Russia of serfdom, it was impossible to write in 
one’s own name, it was possible to express in a veiled form, 
in the name of a foreign author. Already the choice of the 
theme itself, and especially the choice of material for transla- 
tion, made it possible to judge, in a number of cases, about 
the general direction of some printed organ or other, and the 
opinions of the editor or the translator. 

Both Russian newspapers devoted significant attention to 
events in America already prior to the beginning of the open 
armed struggle of the North American colonies of England 
against the mother country. The materials put therein led the 
reader directly to the idea of the seriousness of the conflict 
of England with her American settlements, and the unavoida- 
bility of an armed collision. Thus, in a report from London of 
January 20, 1775, after mention of the irreconciliable position 
of Lord North’s Government, it was pointed out: “From the 
following it may easily be concluded that an internecine con- 
flict must inevitably be expected: since troops consisting of 
3,000 men in Ireland have been ordered to prepare on ships 
for a voyage to America, and in addition to this one other 
regiment of light dragoons has received the same order.” And 
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further: “. . . All information, all signs, and all dispositions point 
to their subduing the Americans. . . .”38 

To the degree of the intensification of the conflict, and es- 
pecially after the beginning of the open armed struggle of the 
North American colonies of England against the mother coun- 
try, information about events in America became ever more 
regular and abundant. The basic information, it is true, con- 
tinued to come from English sources. (Reports from London, 
as a rule, devoted at this time and often wholly to events in 
America, were printed in almost each number.) Along with 
this, the reader found on a number of occasions materials 
about events in America in reports from Paris, and also from 
American sources (already in 1775 reports from Boston, Phila- 
delphia, etc. are encountered). As a rule, the material in the 
Moscow and St. Petersburg newspaper corresponded (up to 
the end of the 1770's); however, in Moscow, these reports were 
published after some delay, and sometimes also in abbreviated 
form. 

Much attention in both Russian newspapers was devoted 
already to the first news about the beginning of military opera- 
tions. With June, 1775, previously unknown geographic names 
—Lexington and Concord, where sounded the shots which 
announced the beginning of the war of the English colonies 
in North America for independence— appeared in the pages 
of the newspapers. In a report from London of May 29, 1775, 
published in both the St. Petersburg News and the Moscow 
News, it was noted: “There was received from the courier who 
arrived here yesterday from America, from General Gage,?? 
the news that the enmity between cne royal troops and the 
inhabitants of Boston at last reached the point of real hostile 
actions."4° A short description of the battle “not far from the 
village of Concord” followed later. Both newspapers made 
mention some days later of the battle of April 19 at Lexing- 
ton.4! Finally, a detailed description of the battles at Concord 
and Lexington, from official English sources, was placed in the 
St. Petersburg News of June 30/July 11, 1775. This was a 
report “from Vitegal” (i.e., Whitehall), of July 10, 1775, in which 
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the Americans were called no less than “rebels,” and their 
‘inhumanity and barbarism” is depicted everywhere. It is also 
noted in the report that the Court of London “is inclined to 
engage 10,000 German troops and send them to Boston.”42 

Later some materials appeared about the activity of the 
Second Continental Congress, and in particular, it was re- 
ported that the Congress had declared the independence of 
the colonies from England. (The text itself of the Declaration 
of Independence, like other documents of the American Rev- 
olution, was not published.) In the reporting of events in 
America, an effort to adopt a free and independent position 
also appeared, concerning which the following report offers 
evidence: “The war in America has divided, not only the Eng- 
lish nation, but also all Europe, into two camps: one decides 
in favor of the Court of London, and the other moves forward 
for the Americans. It is not our business to establish a con- 
sensus in this great dispute; our duty requires only that we 
present solely the simple facts, in order that readers may them- 
selves, to the extent of their enlightenment, find the best side 
for their prejudices and inclinations.” In leaving it to the reader 
himself to make up his mind about what was happening in 
North America, the newspaper presented further news about 
American events, beginning with 1763, and ending with the 
proclamation by the colonies of independence from England 
in 1776.43 

On the whole, of course, reports from English sources pre- 
dominated at this time in the newspapers, which naturally gave 
a slant unfavorable to the rebelling colonists to the general tone 
of the information about events in North America. Along with 
this, they could not fail to express the class sympathies of the 
ruling circles, which viewed the rebelling colonists as “insur- 
rectionists” against a lawful monarch. The actions which the 
patriots were forced to take against the internal enemies of 
American independence, the open partisans of the English 
King, who were called Tories and Loyalists, also provoked 
special disgruntlement. In the fall of 1776, the St. Petersburg 
News printed in this connection a report in which it was pointed 
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out: “The provincials or the rabble there . . . all steal and pillage, 
and now many distinguished families have left there com- 
pletely ruined.”44 We note, however, that even from these 
words penetrated with fierce class hatred of the rebels the 
thoughtful reader could draw his own conclusions about the 
character of the events which were transpiring in America, 
where the war was being waged, not only for independence, 
not only against a foreign enemy, England, but also against 
the supporters of the old colonial regime within the country, 
against the “distinguished families,” against the Loyalists con- 
nected with the English Crown. 

In general, the reports about events in America gave the 
Russian reader considerable food for thought. Despite the 
falseness of official English accounts about the course of mili- 
tary operations, the general impression often turned out to 
be not at all favorable to the British Government. It was pos- 
sible to read in the newspapers that “all America has taken 
up arms” and that “the royal troops are reduced to extre- 
mities, apparently.”45 The reader learned about the extensive 
discontent of the people with the policy of the Tory cabinet 
of Lord North, about the protests of the English merchants in 
connection with the war in America, about the differences 
within the Government itself, etc. Thus, in a report from Lon- 
don of June 20, 1775, it was said: “By reason of the extremely 
critical circumstances in which all England now finds itself, 
secret councils are being held unceasingly at the Court, and 
the Court sees more each day, from hour to hour, that the 
great part of the people are extremely discontented with the 
conduct of the ministry in the condemnation of America. Now 
the Dublin petty bourgeoisie are taking counsel among them- 
selves about the despatch to the King of deputies with a repre- 
sentation relating to American affairs, about which something 
was heard earlier already: since it is experiencing complete 
ruin from the complete cutting off of trade with America. In 
this same direction, the London petty bourgeoisie also will have 
a meeting on the 24th of this month in the City Hall; the mer- 
chants trading in America will also soon do the same.”46 


The American Theme in the Russian Press 139 


As if generalizing the varied material about events in Amer- 
ica, both newspapers printed the following report: “Much news 
has come from America, but news whose contents are almost 
always the same. It announces the unanimity of all the settle- 
ments, the establishment of an American force against the royal 
troops, the complaints of General Gage that the whole country 
is being armed against him, that the capability to act has been 
taken away from him and from the royal troops, and that they 
are giving him no food supplies, although the whole country 
overflows with them.”47 

The English Government and the conservative press strove 
persistently to present the rebelling colonists as “insurrec- 
tionists,” “insurgents,” and “bandits.” Meanwhile, the Russian 
reader learned that the representative of these “rebels” in France 
was the “glorious Doctor Franklin,’ whose name was well 
known to all the world already since the middle of the 18th 
century. But if they knew about him earlier above all as an out- 
standing man of learning—the inventor of the lightning rod— 
now he personified independence from England to advanced 
public opinion. With the end of 1776 and the beginning of 
1777, the name of the “glorious Doctor” is not absent from the 
pages of both Russian newspapers. The reader learned inter- 
esting details about his arrival, first in Nantes, and then in Paris, 
and about his acquaintance with the leading Frenchmen of 
the Enlightenment, and the visit to him of the aged Voltaire; 
about the secret negotiations with the French Government; 
and finally, about the conclusion of the Franco-American treaty 
of 1778, the recognition of Franklin in the capacity of official 
respresentative of the “American United Settlements,” and the 
triumphal reception at Versailles.48 

After becoming acquainted with these materials, the obser- 
vant contemporary could naturally draw his own conclusions 
about the American “insurrectionists”. In the final analysis, 
despite the falsehood of the official English bulletins, the truth 
about the actual course of the war in America became well 
known to Russian society in one way or another, and reports 
about the biggest defeats of the royal troops took on an es- 
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pecially sensational character in this connection. Thus it was, 
for example, when on December 29, 1777/January 9, 1778, 
the St. Petersburg News published the news of the capitulation 
of the royal troops under the command of General Burgoyne 
at Saratoga in the fall of 1777. In this report, not only were the 
military operations which ended in the shameful capitulation 
of “General Burgon” set forth in detail, but it was also noted 
that the members of the English Parliament were led by this 
news “to the same sort of astonishment as were the Roman 
senators upon the receipt in the Senate of the news of the de- 
feat suffered at Cannae.”49 The mention of Cannae gave the 
reader a sufficiently clear and convincing picture of the de- 
gree of the catastrophe which overtook the English, and also 
about the strength and the resourcefulness of the American 
troops. 

The reporting of the concluding phase of the War of the 
American Revolution in the Russian press was connected with 
the activity of the illustrious Russian man of the Enlightenment 
of the 18th century, Nikolay Ivanovich Novikov.®° In the spring 
of 1779, Novikov signed a contract by which the university 
press was rented to him for a period of 10 years (from May 
1/12, 1779 to May 1/12, 1789). Along with the press, the pub- 
lication of the Moscow News came under his control. With the 
appearance of Novikov, a brilliant new period, a genuine flow- 
ering of the newspaper and of all the Moscow press as a whole, 
began. Novikov himself, being sprung from a poor noble family, 
did much for the destruction of the class, closed-caste nature of 
Russian culture. At that time in Russia there was only just 
beginning to be developed “a middle class between the noble- 
man and the peasant .. . the people who everywhere con- 
stitute the true permanent basis of the state. Novikov came 
from the ranks of this class . . . He first created a circle of 
educated young people of the middle level, separate from the 
upper class circle.”5! According to the testimony of Karamzin, 
Novikov “traded in books, as a rich Dutch or English merchant 
trades in the wares of all lands; that is, in wisdom, wit, and 
far-sighted thought.”52 
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The energetic and talented man of the Enlightenment re- 
organized the Moscow newspaper in a radical way, drew new 
collaborators into its publication, above all from the ranks of 
the alumni of the university—L. Ya. Davydovsky, P. S. Lik- 
honin, A. F. Malinovsky, A. A. Petrov, N. Ye. Popov, D. Ryka- 
chev, and M. Stepanov;53 significantly broadened the foreign 
information; and also added a number of supplements. From 
1780 to 1789 the Economic Store came out under the editor- 
ship of A. T. Bolotov; in 1781, the Moscow Publication, and in 
1783-1784, the famous Supplement to the Moscow News, 
into which important political articles were inserted. 

As a result of the changes effected by Novikov, the popu- 
larity of the newspaper sharply increased; the number of 
readers and subscribers grew many times; and not unusually, 
already at the end of 1781, the editor himself could note with 
satisfaction the benevolent reception and the approval of the 
official public, how it “approved the Moscow News presented 
to it in a completely new form, in contrast to the earlier Moscow 
News.”54 Confirmatory in this connection is the evidence of 
Karamzin, who remarked that prior to Novikov, “no more than 
600 copies of the Moscow newspapers were circulated,”55 but 
that with his appearance, the newspaper became “infinitely 
richer in content . . . The number of subscribers increased 
yearly, and ten years later, reached 4,000.” Special interest 
attaches to the remark made in this connection by Karamzin, 
that “many noblemen still do not resort to the newspapers, 
and even ones in a good situation, but at the same time, the 
merchants, the petty bourgeoisie, love to read them. The poor- 
est people subscribe, and the most unlettered desire to know 
what they are writing from foreign lands.”5® It is difficult to 
suspect Karamzin of hostility towards the nobility, and therefore 
his testimony about the social status of the readers of the 
Moscow News acquires additional value. Not only the not so 
“enlightened nobles” read Novikov’s newspaper, but even the 
merchants, petty bourgeoisie, representatives of various classes, 
people of varied material condition and cultural level, read 
it. 
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Amongst the extensive and varied foreign reports of the 
Moscow News, the reports connected to some degree or other 
with the war which England was waging against her former 
colonies in America, and now also against France and Spain, 
occupied a place which was anything but obscure. From the 
beginning of 1780, abundant information was printed in the 
newspaper about all the increasing difficulties of England, 
about the open discontent in the country with the policy of the 
conservative cabinet of Lord North, which was stubbornly 
insisting on the continuation of the American war, and in par- 
ticular, about sharp representations which were being made by 
the representatives of the Whig Opposition in Parliament. In 
the newspaper, one was often able to encounter the names 
of the glorious Whig orators, and above all, that of Charles 
James Fox. On January 8/19, the Moscow News, in informing 
its readers in detail about the representations of the leaders 
of the Opposition, mentioned the statement of Fox to the 
effect that in the chronicles of England, “one could not find 
a more unhappy and a more repellent war for England than 
the present one.”57 On the whole, during 1780-1782, the Mos- 
cow newspaper (sometimes even in contrast to the St. Peters- 
burg News) wrote much about the strengthening of the Opposi- 
tion in the English Parliament, about the serious condition 
within the country, about the increase of the national debt, 
loans, and imposts, about the presentation by various groups 
of the population of petitions with the demand to cut short 
the war in America, and conclude peace.®8 An important place 
was reserved also for the situation in Ireland, where the in- 
habitants were “exasperated,” and where “respect for the 
British Parliament” was steadily being diminished.59 

By putting in vivid and varied material about events in 
Europe and America, Moscow News not only did not now yield 
pride of place to the newspaper of the capital, but in a number 
of cases took issue with it in the best sense. Thus the St. Peters- 
burg News devoted much attention to the news of the military 
failures of the American troops, to the serious internal situation 
of the rebels, to the discontent of the soldiers in Washington’s 
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Army, who were allegedly stating that “it might be better to 
obtain bread under one king than under a large number of 
sovereigns,” etc.6° The newspaper wrote about the representa- 
tions of the inhabitants of Philadelphia against the power of 
Congress, and about the fact that complete anarchy reigned 
in the city—the sad result of “the insurrections and disor- 
ders.”6!1 The tone of the Moscow News after the arrival of 
Novikov became ever more objective and even favorable to 
America. According to many reports of the newspaper, the 
impression was implanted in the reader of the nearness of the 
complete victory of the rebels. Thus, on March 25/April 5, 
1780, in a report from Pennsylvania, the Moscow News noted 
that “the taking from the English of Rhode Island, which was 
serving them as a haven in America, shows their weakness, 
and forecasts the complete cleansing of America of the Eng- 
lish.”62 A little later, the newspaper wrote that the American 
people “were never so united as now,” that the army was in 
good condition, and that its “numerical strength is reaching 
35,000 men.”63 In the fall of 1781, there could be read in the 
pages of the Moscow News a passionate speech of one of the 
supporters of the cause of American independence, the Dutch 
Stadtholder, who called for an offensive against England. “The 
strivings of all Europe,” remarked the author of this speech, 
“are turned towards America. May policies be instructed by 
this great change, and may they assure themselves that the 
independence of the Americans is the stumbling block on 
which all the forces of Great Britain will crumble away.”64 

At the end of 1782 and the beginning of 1783, the Moscow 
News printed extensive information about the actual end of 
the war in America, the conclusion of the preliminary agree- 
ment, and the recognition of the independence of the new 
state by the English King.65 

On the whole, the material of the Moscow News offers evi- 
dence of the obvious pro-American sympathies of its editor. 
Characteristic in this connection is the reprinting by Novikov 
in September, 1782, of the fable “Titmouse in the Field” from 
the French journal Courier de l'Europe, which referred “to 
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England and to her former American settlements.” The idea 
of this fable came down to this, that having once got free, the 
titmouse already did not return to its master, although the 
latter promised to let it go at will. To the servants of the master 
sent to it, the titmouse stated: “It is your fate to suffer under 
his power, but | take delight in independence.” Commenting 
on the fable, the newspaper remarked that its contents ‘“‘ad- 
vance toward the truth.”6* Thus approval was given to the 
freedom-loving idea propagandized therein, to the legality of 
the right to freedom and independence.®’” 

Finally, the publication in the pages of the Moscow News 
of a series of short biographies about “the glorious people of 
the present century” offers special interest. It is important to 
note that along with the outstanding Frenchmen of the En- 
lightenment (Montesquieu, Voltaire, Rousseau, and others), 
the Moscow News published “notes” on Washington, Adams, 
Franklin, Raynal, and Lafayette. About Raynal, for example, 
one could read that “he taught the nations to give thought to 
their most important interests.” About Lafayette it was said: 
“This young hero is one of those great minds who open a new 
path for themselves. He was the first, overcoming all obstacles, 
who proceeded to the distant field where glory greeted courage. 
... Adams was characterized as the first “talent” of American 
freedom, a decisive supporter of the republic. “The simplicity 
of his external appearance is joined to the sharpness of his 
thought, which, having striven solely towards a republic, did 
not lose at all its passion, which is capable of being expressed 
with agreeableness and precision; like an army going against 
the enemy, he no less observes the laws of tactics.” 

The most important were the passionate descriptions of 
Franklin and Washington. In the “notes” about Franklin, it 
was pointed out that “in some ages he would be honored as 
a demigod. Electricity is transforming all physics; the English 
settlements are transforming all politics. Franklin was the prime 
mover in connection with both these important changes, and 
thus merited for himself the two best places on the part of 
posterity.” In a detailed description of George Washington (or 
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Vasginton, as they called him in the Russian press), at the heart 
of the matter was put a harmonious concept of revolution, the 
necessary condition of which was the unity of the people and 
its leaders. “General Vasginton,” it was pointed out in the 
“notes,” “was needed very much for the changes which took 
place in America.” A revolution could not be successful “when 
the people are indignant,” and its leaders “do not nourish in 
themselves that same spirit of freedom with which he was in- 
spired,” and equally when “the leaders stir up the people to 
revolt,” but “it does not foresee for itself such advantages from 
it as they expect . . . But-when the people and its leaders are 
both guided by the same spirit, and are set on fire by those 
passions, then the first agitation effects a complete change; 
in such an event, the whole nation constitutes one solid block, 
which exerts all its weight and greatness, which no one is able 
to withstand.”68 

So the obvious conclusion from this “note” comes down to 
this, that the guarantee of the success of a revolution is the 
unity of the people and its leaders, in the face of which no 
obstacles can stand. 

The publication of such materials in the pages of the Moscow 
News was doubtless a very daring step on the part of Novikov: 
to write about a revolution (even one which took place some- 
where very far across the ocean) and its leaders was not so 
simple in Russia at that time. And one can only admire the 
dexterity with which Novikov took advantage therefore of the 
legal possibilities which opened before him, as an editor. A wise 
and cautious editor, Novikov avoided any sort of open incite- 
ment to revolution in his own name. But already, the very 
choice of a theme, the selection of published information, and 
in some cases too, the character of the editor’s personal notes, 
offered evidence of the obvious pro-American sympathies of 
the Russian man of the Enlightenment. Novikov forced the 
reader to think, to compare what was read about foreign events 
with the Russian reality, and to draw his own conclusions. He 
did not comment too often in his own name, but the material 
published by him usually spoke sufficiently clearly and con- 
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vincingly on its own. Moreover, in some cases, the commen- 
taries were given, so to speak, at second hand, not directly, 
and presented through another person. As an example of such 
eccentric “second hand” commentaries on events in America 
the article “Discussion about War” in the Moscow Monthly 
Publication of 1781, which developed on a theoretical level 
the idea of just and unjust wars, could serve in particular. In 
connection with all the “unfortunate results produced by war,” 
the author of the article thought it legal “to resort to arms when 
necessity requires this,’ when the war is “a just defense of the 
oppressed against the unjust oppressor.” As the author re- 
marked, “the good flowing from a just war and one founded 
on truth, outweighs the evil produced by the latter.”69 In ana- 
lyzing the events of the War of the American Revolution which 
were taking place before his eyes, the objective reader could 
not fail to arrive at the idea of its legality and justness—the 
abundant material published in the Novikovite publications 
convinced him all the more of this. 

In the course of 1783, both Russian newspapers printed 
detailed reports connected with the end of the War of the 
American Revolution, and the signing of the appropriate peace 
treaties. It is significant that if in St. Petersburg, only a short 
summary of the peace preliminaries was published, Moscow 
News printed in March, 1783, the texts of the corresponding 
documents “in all their amplitude.”’° In October, 1783, a 
report about the signing in Paris of the final peace treaty 
between England and the “United American Districts” ap- 
peared.”! 

Reports about the victorious completion of the War of the 
American Revolution were received sympathetically by Russian 
readers, and aroused in them a heightened interest in inter- 
national politics, and in the first place, in American thematics. 
The constant concern of Novikov about the spreading of in- 
formation about foreign events caused him to undertake in 
1783 the publication of a special political journal, Supplement 
to Moscow News, which gained popularity at once among the 
widest levels of Russian society. “The Russian merchant class,” 
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wrote Novikov, “can derive excellent advantage from these 
Supplements, since from the reading thereof, it acquires suf- 
ficient news about all wares and goods, in what places it is 
possible to receive them in great quantity, and with great ad- 
vantages over other cities.”’2 With the very first number of the 
Supplements, Novikov began to publish a most far-reaching 
treatise, “On Trade in General.”’3 The interest of the leading 
Russian men of the Enlightenment of the 18th century in trade 
was not accidental. The boisterous development of trade at 
that time was one of the most important signs of the establish- 
ment of new capitalistic relationships, which were ripening in 
the vitals of the old feudal structure. 

Very remarkable also was the heightened attention of the 
author of the treatise to Holland, and to the republican form 
of government in general. “The freedom acquired by Holland 
during the war against its oppressor, Philip, King of Spain, was 
the principal cause of its rapid growth.”74 “This republic,” 
emphasized the author of the treatise in another place, “had 
in itself the true source of its wealth; it found credit among its 
own citizens, since trade was engrossing its efforts uninter- 
ruptedly.”75 It is also characteristic that in this article the sym- 
pathies of Novikov already at the very beginning of the conflict 
are clearly on the side of the rebelling North American colonies: 
“North America is in a state of revolt; these taxes were too bur- 
densome for it, and unjust.”76 

Sizeable, interesting, and varied material was published by 
the new journal in connection with the victorious completion 
of the American war. In particular, the biography of George 
Washington, containing an enthusiastic evaluation of the leader 
of the rebelling colonists, was printed. In the opinion of the 
author of the article, the outstanding heroes of the past could 
not compare with Washington, since “he founded a Republic 
which probably will be a haven of freedom, one banished from 
Europe by luxury and corruption.”?7 

The publication of the Supplements to the Moscow News 
and the character of the materials published therein could not 
fail to arouse the disquiet of the Tsarist authorities. Having 
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learned that Novikov was printing in the Supplements to the 
Moscow News “an abusive history of the Society of the Jesuits,” 
Catherine II ordered “such types of printing” forbidden, re- 
ferring to her protection of this Order.”8 The Supplements were 
published by Novikov for just two years (1783-1784); however, 
already during this short time period, a series of articles spe- 
cially devoted to America was published in the journal.79 

Reporting in detail on the War of the American Revolution 
and its results, Novikov did not leave without attention some 
negative aspects of American reality also. In this connection, 
the publication by Novikov in 1784 in the Supplements to the 
Moscow News of an article on “The Idea of the Slave Trade,” 
which belonged to the pen of a defender of American slavery, 
has special interest.8° Praising the odious institution of the 
slave trade, the author of the article stated hypocritically that 
as a result of the “slave trade,” the Negroes were drawn away 
from their ignorance, and “transformed into the best men,” 
and moreover still, it seems, they were enlightened with “the 
very best religion” (!2). In publishing this article in his journal, 
Novikov simultaneously put in a special note in which he con- 
demned slavery in a decisive way, and refuted the pharasaical 
arguments of its defender. “We reported this letter,” wrote 
Novikov, “solely because of the fact that it was written by a 
right-thinking observer. Although we have not put forth a pre- 
liminary defense of the slave trade, we do not however agree 
with it, since it is based on many false conclusions . . . The 
excuse that in Europe, we commit similar injustices, that much 
good is done by means of the slave trade, which without it 
would have to be stopped—all these excuses are not taken 
into consideration in the court of justice and humanity, and 
still do not prove the justice of the right of property of white 
men over their black brothers.”8! 

By putting in this remark, Novikov opposed to the views of 
the American slave trader his own view—the view of the ad- 
vanced Russian man of the Enlightenment of the 18th century. 
The irreconcilable position of Novikov with respect to American 
slavery is quite understandable: already the yoke of serfdom 
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was too heavy in Russia, and the Russian people had to suffer 
too much therefrom, for it to be possible to observe with in- 
difference the spread of slavery wheresoever, including Amer- 
ica. By denouncing American slavery, Novikov at the same 
time, although indirectly—but quite unequivocally— protested 
also against serfdom in Russia, which also could in no way be 
justified before the “court of justice and humanity.” 

In ending the survey of the attitude of the Russian press 
towards events of the American Revolution, it is impossible 
not to invite attention to the evaluation in the newspapers of 
the uprising of Daniel Shays (September, 1786-February, 
1787). Both in the St. Petersburg News and in the Moscow 
News, they reported in February-April, 1787 about the uprising 
in a malevolent way, on the whole. The newspapers wrote 
about the “anarchy and confusion” in America, about the send- 
ing of government troops against the “insurrectionists,” etc. 
On April 24/May 5, 1787, the Moscow News reported, not 
without some satisfaction, that “the disturbance in the province 
of Massachusetts is happily subdued, and now they are trying 
only to capture the main instigator of that Shire.”’82 

It was of course impossible to write objectively about an 
uprising of the poor in a country which had lived through the 
peasant war of Yemelyan Pugachyov. This was precisely the 
main reason for the unanimity of the Moscow and St. Peters- 
burg newspapers in the report of the uprising of Daniel Shays. 
It is also possible that Novikov himself was not in general in- 
clined to depart from the official viewpoint in this question, 
inasmuch as the Russian man of the Enlightenment was not a 
supporter of the revolutionary overthrow of the existing order, 
a supporter of a peasant war, etc. He sympathized with the 
War of the American Revolution, but this, it goes without say- 
ing, did not mean at all that he had to sympathize with an up- 
rising directed against the power of the bourgeoisie, which had 
been confirmed in America. 

On the whole, the documentary material surveyed by us 
offers evidence of the mistaken nature of the idea spread at 
that time to the effect that the events of the American Revolu- 
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tion were reported in the Russian press exclusively “from the 
English viewpoint,” or reflected the Loyalist position.83 There 
is no reason either to speak about the isolation of Russia from 
the influence of the most important international events, about 
her “apartness” from the mainstream of the development of 
European civilization, etc. Although in a significantly muffled 
way, the sounds of the “tocsin” of the American Revolution 
of the 18th century were heard in Russia with sufficient atten- 
tion, and, what is most important, were received very sym- 
pathetically by the advanced circles of Russian society. 

The serious interest of the Russian reader in events in Amer- 
ica was not an accident, nor a paradox. The sharpest class 
contradictions of Russian reality, the most savage yoke of 
serfdom, which combined with new bourgeois forms of exploi- 
tation in connection with the capitalistic accumulation of the 
economy, which was beginning to arise in the vitals of the 
feudal order, the mighty wave of the elemental peasant move- 
ment, which was not dampened down even after the fierce 
suppression of the uprising of Pugachyov (1773-1775)—all 
this created objectively a favorable basis for the spread of 
libertarian ideas. We must also keep in view that if in the con- 
dition of autocratic Russia, it was impossible to speak of the 
right of the Russian people to change the political regime in 
their country, then by virtue of certain favorable circumstances, 
it was possible more or less to write objectively about the right 
of the American people to freedom and independence, and 
about the experience of its successful revolutionary war against 
England. 

The publication in the Russian press, and above all in the 
publications of Nikolay Ivanovich Novikov, of the most abun- 
dant material about the revolutionary American War for Inde- 
pendence, acquired in the conditions of the autocratic-serfdom 
order in Russia a special meaning and significance. The read- 
ing of the varied reports about the successful military activities 
of the rebelling colonists against the royal troops, the very fact 
of the victorious climax of the revolutionary War for Indepen- 
dence, and the establishment of a republican state in America 


The American Theme in the Russian Press 151 


—all this naturally led the Russian reader to thinking about 
his motherland, forced him to take a critical look at the reality 
which surrounded him, to compare republican America and 
autocratic-serfdom-ridden Russia. 

Thus. the material about the War of the American Revolution 
published in Russia, in accordance with its objective content, 
took on, to a certain degree, a revolutionary political meaning. 


A. N. Radishchev and America 


Toward you my soul is inflamed. 

Toward you, reknowned land, it strives, 

Where freedom lay bent, trampled by oppression. 
You are exulting! While we are suffering here! . . . 
We too are thirsting for the very same; 

Your example has revealed the objective. 

I have not earned your glory. 

Permit, if my spirit is not subjected, 

That your shore hide at least my ashes!! 


In these excited lines, Aleksandr Nikolayevich Radishchev" 
expressed his delight at the War of the American Revolution, 
and drew revolutionary conclusions for Russia. Radishchev, 
more deeply than anyone else in Russia, was able to read the 
meaning of the War of the American Revolution, to make pro- 
found theoretical enrichments on the basis of his analysis. His 
collected works—the ode “Freedom” belongs by right to the 
number of the most outstanding products of European litera- 
ture of this time—were dedicated to one degree or another 
to the American Revolution.? 


“TRANSLATOR’'S NOTE: Radishchev has been regarded. inter alia by Vladimir I. 
Lenin and Joseph V. Stalin. as the first true Russian revolutionary. Born in the Kuznetsk 
District of Penza Province in 1749 into a family of the nobility. Radishchev attended 
the gymnasium attached to Moscow University from 1756 to 1762. From 1762 to 
1766. he attended a very exclusive school. the Corps des Pages in St. Petersburg. From 
1766 to 1771. he was one of eleven young noblemen sent to Leipzig University. In 
addition to law. he studied medicine. history. natural sciences. literature. philosophy. 
and foreign languages there. He was much influenced. in the formation of his world 
outlook. by Voltaire. Helvetius. Diderot. Rousseau. and Mably. He secured a position 
with the First Department of the Senate upon his return to St. Petersburg. His first 
literary endeavor was a translation of a work of Mably. and in his commentary he gave 
evidence of anti-autocratic views. 
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Now, after a number of interesting and detailed investiga- 
tions by our literary historians? historians, and philosophers, 
it is easy to write about; everything, so to speak, goes without 
saying. But once there was a time when the idea of connection 
between the ode “Freedom” and the American Revolution 
seemed scarcely less than a fantasy; the salutation of Radish- 
chev to the “promised” land was interpreted by readers and 
historians of literature as a salutation to revolutionary France.4 
Only on the basis of a detailed analysis of the text of the ode, 
and of its juxtaposition with the development of historical 
events and with the literary materials did V. P. Semennikov 
establish a direct connection between these lines and the War 
of the American Revolution. He investigated in particular the 
influence on Radishchev of Raynal’s compilation about the 
American Revolution.5 His conclusions were developed and 
refined by many other investigators. 

Any pedant, in analyzing the text scrupulously, begins per- 
haps to emphasize some sort of “borrowing” by Radishchev 
from Raynal, or another Western author. There is nothing more 


Service on the staff of the 9th Finnish Division during the suppression of the Puga- 
chyov uprising (1773-1775) made Radishchev more aware of the dimensions of the 
problem of serfdom in Russia. Thereafter he established contact with other opponents 
of serfdom and autocracy: Fonvizin. Novikov. I. A. Krylov, F. V. Krechetov. and F. O. 
Tumanovsky. He published various literary pieces in the 1780's: the ode “Freedom” 
was written in 1783. Another important piece was the article “Conversation About 
What a Son of the Fatherland Is.” published in December. 1789. after the outbreak 
of the French Revolution. and penetrated with revolutionary patriotism. 

His most famous literary work. Joumey from St. Petersburg to Moscow, an all-out 
attack on serfdom. was also finished in 1789. some 650 copies being privately printed. 
It created a sensation in 1790. and Catherine II said that Radishchev was worse than 
Pugachyov. He was arrested and confined in the Petropavlovsk Fortress. and his book 
was suppressed. Catherine I] commuted his death sentence to penal exile in Siberia. 

While in Siberia. Radishchev continued his literary career. Tsar Paul permitted him 
to live in the vicinity of Moscow. In 1801. Tsar Alexander I permitted him to return to 
St. Petersburg. and appointed him a member of a commission to reform the law code. 
His agitation for thorough-going reforms influenced I. P. Pnin. V. F. Malinovsky. A. R. 
Vorontsov. V. N. Karazin. and M. M. Speransky. but earned him a warning from the 
chairman of the commission. Count P. V. Zavadovsky. that he might be sent to Siberia 
again. Despairing of any chance that Alexander I would really effect major reforms. 
Radishchev committed suicide in 1802. 
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absurd and more dangerous than such a primitive viewpoint. 
Of course, by analyzing the collected works of Radishchev, and 
indeed, of any other Russian or foreign author, it is always 
possible to uncover traces of a “Western” or an “Eastern” in- 
fluence to some degree or other.6 Radishchev himself referred 
more than once to, and cited, American legislative acts. A new 
generation of Russian revolutionaries, the heirs of Radishchev, 
the Decembrists, also took advantage of the experience of the 
American Revolution of the 18th century. And, let us say, with 
the constitutional acts of the United States, one can clearly 
discover a certain similarity in Decembrist Nikita Muravyov’s 
project of a constitution.’ The plan of our work compels us, 
naturally, to invite attention precisely to this side of the ques- 
tion; however, we are very far from drawing any sort of con- 
clusions on this basis about the “derivative nature” of Radish- 
chev or Muravwyov, about “borrowings” from a western source, 
etc. 

Yes, Radishchev, and later the Decembrists and other Rus- 
sian revolutionaries, were acquainted with the ideas, events, 
and basic documents of the American Revolution, and to a 
still greater degree, of the French Revolution. But this was not 
their shortcoming, but their merit. They were all highly cultured 
and widely educated people who moved in step with their time, 
who sought out contemporary advanced literature. Thus, in 
defending his viewpoint as to the necessity of civil liberties, and 
in particular, of freedom of the press, Radishchev revealed 
a thorough acquaintance with the history of the question, as 
to which, for example, the section on “the origins of censor- 
ship” bears witness. For confirmation of his viewpoint. he refers 
to experience, and to documentary materials which relate to 
the most varied epochs and countries: beginning with hoary 
antiquity, he analyzes the history of ancient Greece and Rome, 
and turns to materials on the history of the German states, 
England, France, Austria, Denmark. Spain, and finally, Amer- 
ica. 

It was quite natural, therefore, that a presentation of the 
question was given by Radishchev on a high contemporary 
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level, and there was no need for him to conceal recently dis- 
covered truths. While publishing his collected works and pro- 
jects and relying above all on the experience of Russia, on 
Russian reality, Radishchev took advantage of the achieve- 
ments of other peoples. The Russian liberation movement was 
not developed in some sort of special, specific, exclusive way 
outside of the mainstream of world progress. The Russian 
revolutionaries valued and studied the experience of other 
peoples. Their views were advanced for their time, and their 
collected works took account of the best that had been created 
before them by the world revolutionary movement. Yes, Rad- 
ishchev glorified the American Revolution, and rejoiced in it: 
“You are exulting! While we are suffering here! . . . ,” exclaimed 
Radishchev, joining the Russian and American experience to- 
gether in only just one line. “Your example has revealed the 
objective,” —here is an example of insistent, sincere interna- 
tionalism, and at the same time, of patriotism. “What sort of 
patriotism?,” the skeptic-pedant may remark, as if, at the con- 
clusion of the 46th strophe, the talk is to the effect that Radish- 
chev is dreaming of the “shore” of America covering his 
“ashes.” It is impossible, if you please, to reply to this better 
than did Radishchev himself in the following, 47th strophe: 


But no! Where Fate decreed that I be born, 
Let my days end there too. 


The poet sees with joy the succession between his first 
“prophecy” of freedom and a future generation of Russian 
revolutionaries: 


Yes, young man, hungry for glory. 

You will come to my shabby grave, 

In order to declare with feeling: 

This one, who was born, 

Carrying gilded chains, 

Was the first to prophesy freedom for us.® 
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As for Raynal, Radishchev knew of course his L ‘histoire des 
deux Indes (like many other of the best collections of advanced 
people of this time), and even himself gave testimony at the 
judicial investigation: “I may consider this book as the begin- 
ning of my wretched condition.” We must not, however, take 
this remark literally. Radishchev was making a statement about 
this at a judicial investigation in which it was in his interests 
to emphasize the widely known collection of the western rev- 
olutionary man of the Enlightenment for the purposes of self- 
defense, and also in order to lead the investigation, if not down 
a false trail, then in any event down a secondary trail. 

Radishchev not only understood many of the special char- 
acteristics of the American Revolution, but was able to express 
their essentials skilfully, briefly, and feelingly. Radishchev was 
able to see, for example, with exceptional perspicacity the just 
character of the War of the American Revolution, and to evalu- 
ate the superiority of the new, people’s army over the old, 
“unfree” troops of the feudal states. We cite as an illustration 
the well-known 34th strophe of the ode: 


Look at the boundless field, 

Where an army cleansed of brutality stands. 

It is not cattle which has been herded here against its will, 
It is not the dice which bestow courage, 

It is not the mass which fights by the book. 

Every warrior appears the leader here, 

He seeks a glorious death. 

Oh unyielding warrior, 

You are and were invincible, 

Your leader is Freedom, Washington. 


We invite special attention to the two lines: 


It is not cattle which has been herded here against its will, 
It is not the dice which bestow courage... . 
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How much scorn for the old army, for its unfree organiza- 
tion, and for militarism in general there is in these few, sparse 
words! And further: 


Every warrior appears the leader here. .. . 


It is obvious that Radishchev was able to understand correctly 
the main peculiarity of the American Army, founded on com- 
pletely different, progressive for that time, principles of organ- 
ization. 

On the basis of the analysis of the 34th strophe, V. P. Semen- 
nikov was drawn to the conclusion to the effect that the ode 
was written around 1781-1783, because something is said 
about the War of the American Revolution therein as a fact 
which has already taken place, or in any case, is a contem- 
porary one, and Washington still emerges as the leader of an 
army.9 

Actually Radishchev was writing about the War of the Amer- 
ican Revolution in the present tense, as if it was already in 
progress, but V. P. Semennikov, and following him, many other 
investigators, did not invite attention to the following, 35th 
strophe of the ode, which, to all appearances, also must be 
related to America, and which pictures the triumph of a re- 
public which has received freedom:!° 


The shrine of the two-faced god is closed, 
Everyone has abandoned violence; 

This god of triumph has appeared among us 
And sounded a happy bugle. 


We recall that the shrine of the two-faced god Janus, ac- 
cording to established practice, was opened in time of war, and 
closed after the advent of peace. In the given instance, “the 
shrine of the two-faced god is closed,” i.e., the war is finished, 
and “everyone has abandoned violence” — the time of triumph 
has arrived: “this god of triumph has appeared among us.” 
Finally, in the address to the “promised land” cited above 
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(46th strophe), Radishchev exclaimed: “You are exulting!” 
(ie, the United States is exulting). Therefrom it is apparent 
that the ode “Freedom” (in any case, the strophes cited) was 
not written during, but after the end of the War of the American 
Revolution, most likely immediately after news of the con- 
clusion of peace. (The preliminary agreement between England 
and the United States was concluded on November 30, 1782, 
and the final peace was signed at Versailles on September 3, 
1783.) Most likely of all, it was written immediately after the 
publication in the newspapers of the news of the victorious 
completion of the War of the American Revolution. Speaking 
in favor of this supposition is the unusual freshness of the 
impression of the events depicted, not yet darkened by any- 
thing. Since Washington appears in the ode as still the Com- 
mander-in-Chief—the “chief? of the revolutionary army, it 
could not have been written in the 1790's, inasmuch as at that 
time, he had already become President of the new state. (We 
do not even speak of the fact that in the 1790's, the events of 
the War of the American Revolution were already pushed 
into the background by the Great French Revolution of 1789, 
and it is difficult to suppose that Radishchev would not even 
have mentioned them.) Moreover, it is sometimes recalled that 
Radishchev read the ode “Freedom” to his friends in the mid- 
dle of the 1780's.!! Finally, the very word “freedom” in the 
lexicon of the 18th century meant in the first place indepen- 
dence, political freedom (i.e., it had a somewhat different 
meaning from “abstract freedom”), which also connects the 
ode to the liberation struggle of the United States against 
England. 

In speaking of the general contents of the ode “Freedom,” 
we permit ourselves some modernization of terminology, and 
note that Radishchev moves forward as a supporter of that 
agrarian order which we now call the American, or free farmer, 
means of the development of capitalism in agriculture. Radish- 
chev revealed the superiority of the free labor of the farmers 
over the slave labor of the peasant sert: 
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But the spirit of freedom warms the field, 
The field grows fertile in an instant, without tears, 
Everyone sows for himself, reaps for himself. 


Radishchev depicts the happy life of the free ploughman, 
comparing it with the heavy burden of the Russian peasant 
serf (see strophes 31, 32, 33). For the freed ones, “labor is 
happiness ..., writes Radishchev, and he firmly believes that 
a time will come when the Russian peasant will find the happi- 
ness of free labor on a free soil and in a free country. The 
belief of the poet in the future Russia and the Russian people 
was unshakeable. If Raynal looked upon the breakup of the 
Russian Empire as an enormous “happiness,” Radishchev saw 
in this only the first stage of a revolution which would be 
crowned with the formation of a republic based on the prin- 
ciples of federalism: 


From the depths of an enormous heap of debris 
Little luminaries will appear; 

Their steady helmsmen will 

Adorn friendship with a garland. 

They will steer the bark for the benefit of all.!2 


“Oh day! Most chosen of all days!,” Radishchev cried out 
in conclusion, greeting the time of the coming revolution. 

Radishchev also turned more than once to American the- 
matics in the text of Journey from Petersburg to Moscow;}3 
moreover, in each case he revealed himself well informed and 
possessed of a clear understanding of the: substance of the 
matter. The question of freedom of the press was developed 
by him in a most detailed way. “The American governments 
adopted freedom of the press among the very first legislative 
acts, confirming civil liberty,” wrote Radishchev, and he sub- 
sequently brought forward characteristic quotations from the 
constitutional acts of Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and 
Virginia, in particular: “The people has the right to speak, to 
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write, and to publicize their ideas; consequently, freedom of 
the press must never be made difficult” (from the Pennsylvania 
constitution of 1776, Art. 12, the declaration — “bill” — of rights.) 
“Freedom of the press is the greatest bulwark of the freedom 
of the state” (from the constitution of Virginia, Art. 14), and 
others.!4 

The ideas of Radishchev about freedom of speech and the 
press, the quotations from the constitutions of the various 
American states brought forward by him, have enormous in- 
terest. Their significance increases still more if it is taken into 
account that these quotations, to all appearances, were the 
first official American constitutional materials which appeared 
in the Russian language. As a practical example, in character- 
izing the democratic tenor of society in America, Radishchev 
produced an incident in connection with the important leader 
of the war for independence, John Dickinson (Pennsylvania), 
who came forward with a refutation of an unjust criticism 
directed at him. “The very first magistrate of the state [he is 
talking about Pennsylvania],” wrote Radishchev, “came down 
into the arena, published his defense in the press, justified 
himself, refuted the conclusions of all his enemies, and shamed 
them. ... An example for posterity of how one ought to take 
revenge when someone accuses someone publicly with a 
printed charge.” !5 

While glorifying political freedom in the United States, Radi- 
shchev did not at the same time hesitate to condemn severely 
the negative aspects of American reality. He criticized social 
injustice angrily, he denounced Negro slavery and the extermi- 
nation of the Indians with indignation: “Having sacrificed the 
Indians at one time, malicious Europeans, preachers of peace 
in the name of a God of Truth, teachers of meekness and love 
of mankind, engrafted on the branch of the violent murder of 
the conquerors, the cold-blooded murder of slavery, the acqui- 
sition of the unfree for sale. These were the unclean sacrifices 
of the sultry shores of Niger and Senegal... . They till the rich 
fields of America, while abhorring their labors. And we call a 
country of devastation blessed because of the fact that its fields 
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do not grow thorns, and their fields abound with varied crops. 
We call blessed a country where a hundred proud citizens 
wallow in luxury, and a thousand do not have certain subsis- 
tence, nor their own shelter from heat and cold.”!6 

In connection with a review of the attitude of Radishchev to- 
wards America, one must run across some one-sided opinions. 
Some authors concentrate attention only on the negative as- 
pects in the characterization by Radishchev of American society, 
while others, on the contrary, are inclined to deprecate the 
significance of the critical remarks, and to highlight only the 
positive evaluations by Radishchev of the American Revolution. 
Regrettably, such a specialist in this question as A. I. Startsev 
did not escape a certain one-sidedness. He knows well of course 
the negative attitude of Radishchev towards slavery in America 
and the extermination of the Indians, and even makes mention 
of his basic remarks in this respect. However, he tries here to 
show that these remarks relate “to America outside the United 
States,” ie., above all, to the countries of Latin America. He 
argues this idea along with this, that two American themes 
existed in the literature of the 18th century: a new one con- 
nected with the revolutionary war for independence, and a sec- 
ond, traditional one, connected with the conquest of America 
and the extermination of the Indians.!? 

These views have a certain validity. It may be considered es- 
tablished that the condemnation of slavery and the extermina- 
tion of the Indians by Radishchev was extended not only to the 
United States, but also to all America as a whole, especially, 
when Radishchev writes about sugar, coffee, and indigo (i.e., 
goods chiefly of Latin American origin), which were still not 
drained of “the blood, sweat, and tears which washed them in 
connection with their cultivation.”!8 But in the final analysis, 
this viewpoint seems not completely convincing to us. In the 
first place, the outstanding leaders of Russian culture, not 
only prior to Radishchev (Sumarokov, Novikov), but also after 
him (Pushkin, Chernyshevsky, and others), sharply condemned 
the slavery of Negroes and the extermination of the Indians in 
America, including, of course, North America; moreover, it is 
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completely obvious that in the 19th century, the talk was 
above all about the Indians and slavery in the United States. 

Thus, if one speaks already about tradition, then it would 
scarcely be just to separate the viewpoint of Radishchev from 
the views of other leaders of Russian culture. Further, if one 
is still to be objective, then why must we relate all the posi- 
tive remarks of Radischev solely to the United States, and the 
negative ones mainly, and even exclusively, to Latin America? 
Is it not rather more correct to relate the remarks about America 
above all to the United States (although some of them were 
related, it goes without saying, to Latin America too), since at 
the end of the 18th century, basic attention was riveted pre- 
cisely on the new republic in North America? 

Finally, the decisive condemnation of Negro slavery and the 
extermination of the Indians does not at all offer evidence of 
some sort of malevolence of Radishchev towards the United 
States. On the contrary, precisely because Radishchev valued 
so highly the achievement of the American Revolution of the 
18th century, he condemned with such anger the preservation 
of an ugly trace of the Old World in the new republic. 

It would be profoundly mistaken to survey these or other 
phenomena of Russian culture and the Russian liberation 
movement only as the result of West European or American 
influence. But it would be just as incorrect to think that the 
development of Russian society went forward by some sort of 
exclusive, isolated route, outside the connections with world 
progress. Russian society as a whole, and especially its ad- 
vanced portion, not speaking even of such leaders as Novikov, 
Fonvizin, or Radishchev, followed attentively the development 
of a revolutionary movement in the West, and was very funda- 
mentally acquainted with the events and the ideas of the Ameri- 
can Revolution. 

Of course, the voice of Radishchev in the 18th century could 
not be heard by wide strata of the Russian people. Frightened 
by the awesome events of the revolution in France, Catherine 
II locked him up in a fortress, and then sent him to Siberia. 
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The Tsaritsa stated “with passion and feeling’ that Radishchev 
was “a rebel worse then Pugachyov" and pointed out moreover 
to his secretary, Aleksandr Vasilyevich Khrapovitsky,’ that pas- 
sage at the end where he praises “Franklin as a prime mover, 
and represents himself as such.”!9 However, history has its 
laws which were not subject either to the Tsaritsa or to her true 
subjects. And now, almost two centuries later, what is still im- 
portant is not that about which the “great” Empress spoke and 
wrote, and what was indisputably brought about by her armies 
of official and unofficial servitors, but that about which our first 
Russian revolutionary, poet, writer, and thinker, Aleksandr 
Nikolayevich Radishchev, thought, wrote, and dreamed. 

It may be said without exaggeration that through an analy- 
sis in depth of the events and ideas of the American Revolu- 
tion, through the wealth of ideas and the clarity of presenta- 
tion, the appropriate places in the ode “Freedom” and the 
Journey from Petersburg to Moscow of Radishchev may be 
related to the most outstanding responses in the contempor- 
ary world literature on the American Revolution of the 18th 
century. It is also in character that Radishchev, on the most 
important question of the liberation movement, adopted a 
most consistent position for this time, and was, so to speak, in 
the avant-garde of world revolutionary progress. 


*TRANSLATOR'’S NOTE: Khrapovitsky (1749-1801) started his career as a civil 
servant on the staff of Field Marshal Count K. G. Razumovsky, after which he served 
on the staff of the Senate before becoming Secretary to the Empress in 1783. He was 
her confidential advisor, particularly in the area of economic affairs. A minor literary 
figure, Khrapovitsky left behind a diary, correspondence, and memoirs, all of which are 
important sources for the later period of the reign of Catherine II. 
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The Participation of Natives of Russia 
in the War of the American Revolution 


The question of Russian participants in the War of the Ameri- 
can Revolution, and even simply the question of Russian peo- 
ple who were present in America in the 1770's and 1780's, 
has still not been the subject of a special investigation. The 
only exception is the interesting and eccentric figure of the 
Russian traveller and littérateur Fyodor Vasilyevich Karzhavin 
(1745-1812). Already in 1875, N. P. Durov published in the 
pages of Russkaya Starina an emotion-laden autobiographical 
sketch of Karzhavin, embellishing it with a beautifully argued 
elucidation, and with supplementary things; however, this slight 
piece was practically lost in the pages of the esoteric historical 
publication.! 

Comparatively recently, Karzhavin has again interested sev- 
eral scholars simultaneously. Historical-philological studies 
written by Academician M. P. Alekseyev, by A. I. Startsev, and 
by Eufrosina Dvoichenko-Markov are in press.? Although these 
investigations facilitate very much the task confronting us, the 
very character of the materials which have been preserved, 
their discontinuous character, and their fragmentary nature, 
do not make it possible, on a number of occasions, to reach 
completely definite conclusions, and to show sufficiently fully 
and clearly Karzhavin’s role in the tempestuous events in Amer- 
ica in the 1770's and 1780's. 

Finally, in 1967, there came to light a special book about the 
American journey of Fyodor Vasilyevich Karzhavin written by 
Y. 1. Rabinovich. With respect to documentation, he added 
comparatively little to the already known facts about the arrival 
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of Karzhavin in the United States, but he was distinguished by 
excessive boldness in the conclusions. In the pages of Rabino- 
vich’s book, Karzhavin looked, if not precisely like a second 
Radishchev, then in any case like an active revolutionary man 
of the Enlightenment, and “a direct participant in the revolu- 
tionary-liberationist struggle in America and Europe.” Al- 
though the author's enthusiasm and some exaggerations lower 
the value of the investigation carried out by Rabinovich, we 
must take it that only as a result of the publication of his work 
has the reader received in full measure a picture of the impres- 
sive life and travels of this eccentric, bold, and talented man. 

Fyodor Vasilyevich Karzhavin was born into the family of a 
rich Petersburg merchant, received a most splendid European 
education,” and a life experience rare in diversity, going, as he 
said, “through fire, water, and earth.” Not without some basis, 
although also with obvious exaggeration, Karzhavin wrote that 
“he traversed three-quarters of the world,” and even consid- 
ered himself scarcely “less than Christopher Columbus.” Fate 
clearly turned out to be unjust to this courageous and capable 
man with a multi-faceted education: in his life there were too 
many abrupt reversals, serious deprivations, and family irregu- 
larities, and too little of the most ordinary simple human joys. 
A clearly very superior person, he could not find his proper 
place in the Russia of serfdom, and was forced to roam for 
many years through various countries. “It would be better for 
me to be a shoemaker,” wrote Karzhavin in anger, “instead 
of learning, and then using up my life in vain.”4 

The motives which inspired the actions of Karzhavin cannot 
always be established with sufficient assurance. He himself 
usually referred only to the very best circumstances. It is dif- 
ficult to say how justified this was. In any case, this was easier, 
and in the main, safer. “In compliance with Your permission, I 


“TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: After his studies in Paris. Karzhavin at a very early age 
lived in Moscow. teaching French at an Orthodox seminary and serving on the staff 
of the architect responsible for the buildings of the Kremlin. He abandoned this work 
in 1773. when only 18. to set out on his travels. 
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departed for foreign lands,” Karzhavin informed his father in 
September, 1773, “not for the sake of a need of the latter, but 
solely so that You be left in peace.”> From his autobiographical 
sketch we learn that Karzhavin, being in Paris, “thought of al- 
leviating his lot by marriage at the beginning of 1774, but did 
not find real peace ... in a state of matrimony.”® The maiden 
Charlotte Rambour, although she was a poor orphan, turned 
out to be quite capricious, judging by her correspondence. 

An early misunderstanding with the wife, and material dif- 
ficulties, forced Karzhavin to seek happiness beyond the sea. 
Informing his father in May, 1775, about his intention “to go 
rambling to Martinique and Saint-Domingue (Haiti)” on com- 
mercial business, Karzhavin wrote: “Although | had carried on 
American business interests with correspondents there, con- 
sisting of granulated sugar ... cotton stuffs, and coffee, it is 
far out of sight, however, and it is best to make a visit.”? Only 
quite unobtrusively, as if accidentally, does he make mention, 
moreover, of the beginning of uprisings there “of no little im- 
portance.” 

In September, 1776, Karzhavin went to the island of Mar- 
tinique. His great American journey, which continued until 
1788, had begun. During that penod he visited the United 
States several times: initially, at the climax of the war for in- 
dependence—from May, 1777 to January 25, 1780; and the 
second time, while finding himself on a Spanish ship in the 
port of New York from May 12 to June 11, 1782; and then, 
after the end of military operations already, from September 
4, 1784 to April, 1787. The factual side of the complex and 
prolonged journey of Karzhavin is at the present time quite 
well known, above all from his autobiographical memorandum 
presented in 1788 to the College of Foreign Affairs. 

The reliability of the reports submitted by Karzhavin is com- 
pletely confirmed by the documents found among his papers, 
and in particular, by several passports issued to him by various 
official persons: by the French Minister in the United States, 
A. Gérard, on February 27, 1779; by the Consul in Massachu- 
setts, J. de Valnier, on March 13, 1779; by the Consul in Vir- 
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ginia, Chevalier d’Anoumereau, on January 8, 1780; and by 
the Vice-Consul in Virginia, M. Austerre, on April 15, 1787, and 
others.? As Eufrosina Dvoichenko-Markov demonstrated, the 
contents of the autobiographical memorandum of Karzhavin 
tally with the American materials, including reports of the local 
press. 

But if the purely external, chronological side of Karzhavin’s 
journey is more or less established, and does not arouse special 
doubts, then the matter of an explanation of the motives of his 
actions, and the degree of his participation in the American 
events of that time, is much more complex. 

“In their struggle for independence, representatives of almost 
all the European nations helped the Americans: The French- 
man Lafayette, the German Steuben, the Pole Koscziusko, and 
others ..., but there is not known to the American historians 
a single Russian who took part in the revolutionary war in 
America,”!° remarks Eufrosina Dvoichenko-Markov, and she 
strives to show further that Karzhavin was such a Russian. 

Arriving in America, Karzhavin actually found himself in the 
thick of revolutionary events. But of what sort was his personal 
role in these events? What political views did he hold? On 
which side were his sympathies? To answer these questions 
turned out not to be simple. “That which is known to us of the 
political views of Karzhavin,” wrote A. I. Startsev, who is well 
acquainted with the documentary materials, “is insufficient to 
characterize him as a supporter of the bourgeois revolution.” 
At first glance, this assertion may seem quite convincing. On 
a number of occasions, Karzhavin actually gave harsh testi- 
mony about the American administration as “unsteady and 
powerless,” and, in justifying himself to his father, he men- 
tioned that “the Karzhavins were never Pugachyovs.” Along 
with this, the same A. I. Startsev could not fail to recognize 
that it is necessary to accept Karzhavin’s assurances, made 
in official documents and censored letters, “with account 
taken of all the circumstances which required of him confirma- 
tion of his reliability.”!! 

It is true, of course, that “the Karzhavins were never Pugach- 
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yovs,” but they also were not the usual Tsarist humble subjects. 
And it is no accident that they called the Karzhavins “a family 
of free thinkers.” !2 Already in 1755, a political report was sub- 
mitted to the Secret Chancellery on the Karzhavin brothers (the 
father and uncle of Fyodor Vasilyevich Karzhavin), in which 
they were accused of atheism, and criticism of Tsarist officials, 
and of the Empress Elizabeth herself.!3 

While refraining from final conclusions, we will attempt 
nevertheless to collate and analyze all the totality of facts and 
circumstances connected with the life and activity of Karzhavin 
himself. It is known, for example, that he was very close to the 
famous architect V. 1. Bazhenov, and through his literary ac- 
tivity, turned out to be connected with Nikolay Ivanovich Novi- 
kov.!4 Among the papers of Karzhavin can be encountered the 
text of the “Marseillaise,” a quotation from his own verse for- 
bidden by the censor, one penetrated with hate of the “proud 
magnates” and sympathy for the poor,!> and on the margins 
of books read by him, “seditious” commentaries. 

He expressed open sympathy in his printed works for the 
enslaved Negroes and Indians, published an epitaph of Ben- 
jamin Franklin, and called Montesquieu the “glorious law- 
giver,” etc.!6 On the other hand, in the memorandum given 
by him to the College of Foreign Affairs, and also in letters to 
his father and wife, he strongly emphasized the commercial 
motives of his activities. 

Quite naturally, the question arises: if Karzhavin showed a 
very significant interest in commercial affairs, would there 
have been any necessity for his abandoning Russia, and betak- 
ing himself beyond the sea to an America plunged into war? 
In this case, his dispute with his father, who devoted all his 
life to commercial affairs. who built up an active foreign trade. 
and who even presented the Government with a special memo- 
randum on the extension “of Russian commerce in the Euro- 
pean states,” would seem completely unjustified.!7 

In explaining the reasons for his trip from the island of 
Martinique to the United States. Karzhavin writes: “Desiring 
to double my capital in the light of the then critical circum- 


Natives of Russia in the War of the American Revolution 169 


stances of the New England trade, | entered into partnership 
with a Creole (Monsieur Lassere); we sent a great ship to Amer- 
ica; I invested my total wealth in it, and myself departed on 
that ship on April 13, 1777.")8 

In what sort of condition was this “New England trade” in 
which Karzhavin took part? Its nature can scarcely arouse spe- 
cial doubts. At that time, the island of Martinique had been 
turned into an important base of supply of the rebelling colon- 
ists. True, in his letters to his father, Karzhavin submitted a 
completely innocent list of goods transported (wine, molasses, 
salt—he was silent about military supplies), but along with this, 
he reported that the ship sent out was armed, and that he him- 
self empowered the captain “to act like a naval commanding 
officer on that ship.” The measures of precaution taken turned 
out to be far from excessive, as subsequent events showed. “We 
were,” wrote Karzhavin, “nolens volens in a battle between an 
English privateer and a Philadelphian merchantman-privateer, 
in which the latter also lost their boat.”19 The dangerous en- 
terprise turned out well in the end. In a thick fog, the ship on 
which Karzhavin found himself was able to slip away from the 
English frigate, and to reach the shores of Virginia. This fact 
is confirmed by a report of the Virginia Gazette of May 16, 
1777, about the arrival of a ship from the island of Martinique 
with a cargo “of powder, arms, salt, etc.”2° 

Referring to his stay in Virginia, Karzhavin remarked that he 
was busy with trade in various cities and settlements over the 
course of 22 months. Using the American sources, Eufrosina 
Dvoichenko-Markov invited attention to the fact that he was 
connected with a Captain Laporte (in 1779, he lived at his 
house in Williamsburg), and possibly, took part in the creation, 
on the initiative of the latter, of a French military detachment 
from among the inhabitants of Martinique and Saint-Dom- 
ingue.?! 

Karzhavin's return journey to Martinique turned out very 
unsuccessfully. “Upon the very departure from Virginia in Feb- 
ruary. 1779." the ship. with “a rich cargo.” was captured by the 
English. “Thinking of discovering assistance in Boston, and 
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filled with a Russian never-say-die spirit,” Karzhavin, “to the 
surprise of all my acquaintances,” set out on foot on the distant 
journey “with a pack on my shoulders.” In 23 days, “with a 
passport of the French Minister and Consul,” he reached Bos- 
ton. However, he did not succeed in achieving any success in 
his business, and he was forced to return to Philadelphia: 
“Suffering the greatest need, I was blind for two days from the 
reflection of the sun’s rays on the snow-covered fields, and in 
danger both from the English and from the Americans them- 
selves.”22 

In depicting expressively the misadventures of his American 
journey, Karzhavin was unusually chary in political judgments. 
In his papers there are no sort of direct testimonies about 
political sympathies for the rebels, and still less about partici- 
pation in military activities. Nevertheless, individual occasional 
remarks made in passing or even between the lines make it 
possible to judge as to his attitude towards the struggle of the 
Americans for freedom and independence. Referring to his 
presence in America, Karzhavin wrote his wife in anger: “I lost 
three years, 2 ships, and everything that I had in New England, 
and I risked my life more than 20 times in the course of this 
period .. . and see no end to this serious situation. What is 
the cause of all this? Everything is due to one fateful ‘no’ said by 
the one who wanted to be Mademoiselle Lamy (the name 
under which Karzhavin lived in France) and did not agree to 
become Madame Karzhavina. But farewell to all proud dreams 
of happiness! Remember, poor Lamy, that you have lost her 
proud heart for long, that you are nothing but an unhappy 
druggist, and brew your medicines for the brave men who will 
take revenge on your enemies, the English, for your ruin. . . .”23 

Thus it turns out that for Karzhavin, the English were the 
enemy and the Americans were brave soldiers for whom, using 
his medical knowledge, he brews medicine. A quite definite 
conclusion about the sympathies of Karzhavin can be drawn 
also on the basis of his cautious autobiographical memoran- 
dum, in which he reported the following about events in Vir- 
ginia in 1779: “The English, under the command of Goridzh 
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(he is talking about the Virginia Loyalist John Goodrich), 
arrived in Chespek Gulf (i.e, Chesapeake Bay) and delivered 
themselves over to plunder and destruction along all the riv- 
ers.” We learn further that Karzhavin helped the French mer- 
chant Venelieu “to transfer goods by water into remote forests 
where we hid so long as the enemy did not leave.”24 

The most important and interesting evidence of the close 
ties of Karzhavin with the rebelling colonists and their leaders 
is the project of sending him to St. Petersburg with a special 
diplomatic mission from the Congress of the United States. In 
remembering about this, Karzhavin wrote to his relatives in 
Russia on September 1, 1785: “Six or seven years ago, I was 
living at the cost [i.e., at the expense] of the Virginia Govern- 
ment for 6 months in Williamsburg, with the intention of being 
sent to the Russian Sovereign from the American Congress 
with a public character, at that time when they were sending 
Doctor Franklin to the French King as Minister Plenipotentiary. 
But military circumstances, some changes in American affairs, 
and the fear that I was not in good graces there, and the appre- 
hension of the Russian Minister Panin, should I, a Russian 
person, be sent to his Sovereign in a public capacity from a 
foreign Crown, etc., caused me to prefer to return to Marti- 
nique on the 74-gun French ship Le Fendant.”25 

The testimony of Karzhavin seems very unexpected, and at 
first glance may seem even improbable. There is no confirma- 
tion of this report in the historical literature. 

Nevertheless, there are no reasons to deny the reliability of 
the news brought forward by Karzhavin. First of all, we shall 
try to pin down its dating. We find in the autobiographical 
memorandum of Karzhavin that he sailed “on the 74-gun 
French ship” which the Marquis de Vaudrieul commanded on 
January 25, 1780, “in little York,” and after 20 days, arrived 
“in Martinique, enduring a salvo of the whole English fleet 
before entry into the harbor.”26 Thus, the discussion of the 
question of sending him to St. Petersburg took place, according 
to all appearances, at the end of 1779 and the beginning of 
1780 (in any case, no later than January 25, 1780.) We must 
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take into account that at that time, the question of a diplomatic 
mission to Russia still was not settled (the candidacy of Francis 
Dana received the approval of the Continental Congress in 
December, 1780.) A. I. Startsev advanced a more or less prob- 
able theory, noting that in a preliminary way, Karzhavin’s can- 
didacy could have been discussed in the circle of his Virginia 
acquaintances, who included a Professor “of the College of 
William and Mary,” Carlo Bellini (a constant correspondent 
and close friend of Thomas Jefferson). The possibility is not 
excluded that Bellini proposed Karzhavin’s candidacy to Tho- 
mas Jefferson, who was Governor of Virginia during 1779- 
1781. A. I. Startsev also invited attention to the fact that in 
1778, a close friend of Bellini, the Italian doctor and agron- 
omist F. Mazzi, was sent to Europe by the Virginia authorities 
to carry out financial-diplomatic instructions.2” 

After arriving in the United States already after the war for 
independence, Karzhavin again based himself in Virginia (at 
first in Smithfield, and then “in the Virginian capital,” the city 
of Williamsburg). “Lastly, having made his way to Virginia, he 
practised medicine there, he engaged in business, and was 
a translator of the Anglo-American language at the chancellery 
of the French Consulate,” Karzhavin wrote about this period 
of his life, in a biographical entry inserted in the form of an ed- 
ucational translation in one of the specialized philological com- 
pilations.28 Here he had every chance to reestablish and broaden 
his ties with the leaders of the American Enlightenment, and 
above all, with Carlo Bellini. It is notable that Karzhavin dedi- 
cated one of his books, published in 1789, to “Mr. C. Bellini, 
Professor of Vilyasberg University in Virginia.”29 In his dedica- 
tion he invited Bellini “to accept these lines as a sign of the 
close tie existing between proponents of the true faith [literally, 
urais-croyans]|, despite the shoreless seas which separate them.” 

Later Karzhavin definitely rejected a charge of sympathy 
with the ideas of “freedom and equality.” It is known, for ex- 
ample, that in a letter of April 27, 1797, to his wife from St. 
Petersburg, he emphasized especially: “I do not know why 
Madame is disposed to attribute to me sympathy for freedom 
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and equality, since if this were so, I would never have left 
America; I could have become a professor there like Mr. Bellini, 
and everyone there knew and loved me.”30 

While rejecting the charge of sympathy for revolutionary 
ideas, Karzhavin contradicted himself when he remarked that 
everyone in America “knew and loved” him. If the “rejection” 
of Karzhavin is fully accepted, then his friendship with and 
ideological closeness to Bellini become completely inexplicable. 
The contents and friendly tone of their correspondence also 
become inexplicable. A letter of Bellini to Karzhavin from Wil- 
liamsburg on March 1, 1788, in which mention is made of the 
federal constitution adopted by the Philadelphia convention 
in 1787, offers special interest in this connection. From this 
letter it is clear that in the circle of the Virginia acquaintances 
of Karzhavin entered such well known persons as the future 
President of the United States, James Madison,” and one of 
the most educated representatives of the American Enlighten- 
ment, Professor James Wise “of the College of William and 
Mary.”31 


*TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: While the possibility that Karzhavin knew James Madison 
of Orange County, Virginia cannot be excluded, the Russian traveller almost certainly 
was better acquainted with a cousin of the future President of the United States who 
had the same name, James Madison of Augusta (later Rockingham) County, Virginia, 
who served as President of the College of William and Mary from 1776 to 1812. James 
Madison of Augusta County was of course present in Williamsburg during both of 
Karzhavin’s visits to Virginia, the one of 1777-1780, and the one of 1784-1788. The 
future President, on the other hand, was not in Williamsburg during a part of 1777- 
1780, though as a member of the House of Delegates he did come there at regular 
intervals during 1783-1786, before proceeding to Philadelphia to play his major role 
in the constitutional convention of 1787. Unlike the future President, who graduated 
from Princeton, James Madison of Augusta County graduated from William and Mary 
in 1771, and then studied law under George Wythe. He became a Professor of Natural 
Philosophy and Mathematics at the college in 1773, and in 1775 went to England for 
further study and ordination in the Church of England. Newly returned, he supported 
the patriot cause and was not only elected President of the college in 1776, but also 
chaplain of the House of Delegates in 1777. A fighting parson, he organized his stu- 
dents into a militia company, and saw action during the War of the Revolution. In 
1779, he helped draw the boundary between Virginia and Pennsylvania, and received 
a DD. degree from the University of Pennsylvania in 1785. Thomas Jefferson was his 
friend, and he cooperated in the reorganization of William and Mary while Jefferson 
was Governor of Virginia. During the British invasion of Virginia, his college buildings 
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Thus, the circle of Karzhavin’s American and Russian friends 
testifies quite definitely as to the direction of his views and 
sympathies. While still quite young, Karzhavin was brought up 
in Paris under the watchful eye of Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn, 
and lived in his house. In Russia, as has already been noted, 
he maintained throughout all his life a friendship with V. I. 
Bazhenov, and was published in the publications of Nikolay 
Ivanovich Novikov. In America, James Madison and James 
Wise were among the number of his acquaintances, and Carlo 
Bellini became an especially close friend. In this connection, 
the fact that Karzhavin— sprung from a “family of free thinkers” 
and a representative of the Russian “third estate” —turned out, 
during the revolutionary war of the United States for indepen- 
dence, to be from the very beginning connected with the Amer- 
ican-French side, seems fully justified and natural. 

In the formal sense, it is difficult to call Karzhavin’s American 
journey successful. “The gods named by the Romans Pauper- 
tas and Necessitas constantly pursued Karzhavin, and he did 
not even succeed in getting together money for the return 
trip, in connection with which, he had to turn to the Russian 
Embassy in Paris, to N. K. Khotinsky, through whom was finally 
received the necessary 1,200 livres.”32 

At that same time, his role in the establishment of the first 
direct Russo-American ties, and above all, cultural contacts, 
seems quite vital. The practical activity of Karzhavin, his literary 
works, the extensive and varied circles of acquaintances, etc. — 


were used successively by the British and Franco-American forces, and he had great 
difficulty keeping his college going in the wake of the end of hostilities, after the Franco- 
American victory at Yorktown in 1781. At one point, he served as a temporary Pro- 
fessor of Political Economy, and used Adam Smith's Wealth of the Nations as a text- 
book. John Tyler, a future President of the United States, was one of his students, and 
admired him extravagantly. Much of Madison’s time between 1785 and 1814 was 
consumed by his efforts to reorganize the disestablished Episcopal Church in Virginia, 
though he was regarded widely as a free thinker. He went to England again in 1790 to 
be consecrated by the Archbishop of Canterbury as the first Episcopal Bishop of Vir- 
ginia, but over the next thirty years, his church declined in Virginia, because it was 
associated with the British colonial regime. It seems reasonably clear that if Karzhavin 
knew Bellini and Wise well, he must have known this James Madison also during 1784- 
1788. 


Natives of Russia in the War of the American Revolution 175 


all this was doubtless a means of mutual acquaintance with 
the conditions of life in both countries, exchange of experience, 
and the development of interest on the part of both. It is im- 
possible not to take into account also that Karzhavin was the 
first Russian person who, on his own initiative, undertook a 
trip to America and lived in the United States for a significant 
period of time, both in the years of the war for independence, 
and also after its completion. 

During the time of his presence in the United States, Karz- 
havin was doubtless able to become acquainted with the con- 
ditions of life in America in detail, and profoundly. According 
to his own words, he “learned the enormous country, and 
learned it well.” The precision of the information brought for- 
ward in Karzhavin's autobiographical memorandum. the num- 
erous details, and especially, the chronological data, make it 
possible to suppose with assurance that he kept a brief diary 
while in America. It was not accidental, apparently, that diary 
notes, in particular for March-August, 1782, are included among 
his papers. It is interesting also that Bellini made mention of 
“Karzhavin’s North American diary” in a letter of March 1, 
1788. The former was interested in whether the reading public 
would soon be able to become acquainted with it. Regrettably, 
the public never saw Karzhavin’s special book about his Amer- 
ican trip, and the fate of his diary notes remains unknown. 

Along with this, quite unexpected and often even curious 
observations, directly connected with his American trip, may be 
met in Karshavin's literary works, including the manuscripts. 
Thus the reader found among the educational materials a 
general description of the American traveller: “One of our 
fellow countrymen, a curious and knowledgeable man, set out 
in 1776 across the Atlantic Ocean, and, directing his course 
to the southwest, came ashore in the West Indies . . . Therefrom 
he continued the journey to the continent of America, and did 
not return to his fatherland before 1788. . . This Russian is 
the first person of our people who went to live in those distant 
countries at the age of twelve [Karzhavin’s boyhood schooling 
in Paris], and who had to look at them with observant eyes. . . "33 
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It is striking also that Karzhavin signed the introduction to 
one of his books: “A Russo-American.”34 

Having become acquainted with the contents of this book, 
the reader found in the explanation of one of the tables in- 
teresting details about the American trip of Karzhavin, from 
which it is clear that in 1785 a work was published by him in 
Virginia “in the Anglo-American language” under the title of 
The Virginian Fortuneteller. The reader learned further that 
the table introduced into both books was copied “from the 19th 
number of the Havana News of 1783, published in Havana, the 
capital city of the island of Cuba, which is in the Gulf of Mexico, 
where Fyodor Karzhavin then lived.”35 

Offering special interest is the definite condemnation of 
Negro slavery by Karzhavin, which was so characteristic of 
advanced circles of Russian society of this time. In that same 
book of his, which, judging by its theme, would seem very far 
from politics, and. according to the words of the author, seemed 
“an innocent vehicle for people not wanting to be occupied 
with something better in a time of boredom,” may be en- 
countered angry lines vis-a-vis Negro slavery and its defenders. 
“All the African and American shores,” remarked Karzhavin, 
“groan from the inhumanity with which the sugar entrepre- 
neurs deal with the black-colored peoples.”36 

The democratism of Karzhavin. and his sympathy for the 
Negroes and the oppressed Indians of America, was also made 
clearly evident in his description of the so-called “wild” peoples. 
“I lived for twelve years in various districts of America, both 
cold and warm,” wrote Karzhavin, “and was away from the 
fatherland 28 years in all... saw most of the peoples who did 
not live as we do. nor as the other Europeans do: | saw wise 
people. I saw stupid people: everywhere I found people, but 
nowhere a wild one, and I recognize that I did not find one 
wilder than myself.”37 

Already these brief remarks. dropped by the author as if 
accidentally, shed a quite definite light on his views. It becomes 
understandable why this superior and exceptionally educated 
man did not find a place for himself in the Russia of serfdom. 


Natives of Russia in the War of the American Revolution 177 


Having lived for a long time in Western Europe and America, 
and not belonging to the noble class, Karzhavin seemed polit- 
ically unreliable in the Russia of serfdom, and clearly, frequent 
assurances of loyalty did not help him. Even his wife put little 
faith in these assurances, not to speak of the Tsarist officials. 
It is not surprising therefore that a petition to the College of 
Foreign Affairs “to be at a post in foreign lands”38 was not 
granted, and prior to his death in 1812, Karzhavin did not 
cease to struggle with life’s misfortunes. 

The manuscript and printed remains of Karzhavin have be- 
come in recent years the object of an all-sided detailed investi- 
gation. Far from everything in these remains seems clear, and 
far from everything retains artistic and perceptional value. 
Much of what Karzhavin wrote had an accidental or abstract 
character, and makes practically no sense to the contemporary 
reader. At the same time, it has been established that his 
philological observations had significant value for his time. The 
works on the theory of architecture and also the expressive and 
original drawings of Karzhavin have no less significance. His 
literary collected works also deserve special attention. A gradu- 
ate of the University of Paris, “a wanderer over the face of the 
earth,” Karzhavin, in the words of Academician M. P. Alekseyev, 
“made not a little difficulty for his homeland as ‘a privileged 
pupil approved by Moscow University’, a translator and com- 
piler, and it was not his fault that he did less than he wanted 
and could do.”39 

The fragmentary and indefinite nature of the reports which 
have come down to us still do not make it possible to draw a 
sufficiently full and clear picture of the first Russians in Amer- 
ica. Nevertheless, it can already be said now with sufficient 
assurance that in the 18th century, there were those who pre- 
ceded and followed Karzhavin. References are encountered in 
the American literature to a certain Charles Thiel, a physician 
from St. Petersburg. who arrived in Philadelphia already in 
1769. Calling himself Charles Cist,” the enterprising doctor 


TRANSLATOR’S NOTE: Charles Cist (1738-1805). though born in St. Petersburg, 
was of course of German origin. He derived his American last name from the initials 
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soon was a success in the publishing business. However, his 
fame is connected chiefly with the fact that he was one of the 
first who understood that coal could be used as a fuel.4° The 
fate of another Russian wanderer—the Nizhne-Novgorod arti- 
san Vasily Baranshchikov, who turned up at the beginning of 
the 1780's in America, on the island of St. Thomas, which 
belonged to Denmark—was fantastically complicated.4! 

Among the participants in the War of the American Revolu- 
tion was the Estonian nobleman Gustaf Heinrich Wetter von 
Rosenthal (1753-1829). In an illegible Gothic script, Report 
on the Wetter von Rosenthal Family, which is preserved in the 
historical archives of the Estonian Soviet Socialist Republic 
in Tartu, it may be read that in 1775 he left Europe “so as to 
take part in the liberation struggle of the young American re- 
public against England.” We learn further that in America the 
young Gustaf Heinrich “became the adjutant of J. Jackson, 
a major, and a Knight of the Order of the Cincinnati,” and even 
“was acquainted with Washington.”42 

It may be established from reference works that G. H. Wetter 
von Rosenthal (in America he was known as Lieutenant John 
Rose) served from 1777 as a military doctor, and in 1781- 
1782, was the adjutant of General William Irvin, with whom 
he continued to correspond after departing from the United 
States in April, 1784. Wetter von Rosenthal received tracts of 
land in Ohio and Pennsylvania from the Federal Government 
for participation in the war for independence; however, he 


of his full German name—Charles Jacob Sigismund Thiel—and apparently came to 
Philadelphia in 1769 because of trouble in connection with service as a Court physician 
for Catherine II. Having leamed medicine at the University of Halle, he soon found a 
congenial life in the large German community of Pennsylvania. His Philadelphia 
printing firm published Thomas Paine’s The American Crisis in 1776. After the Rev- 
olution, Cist published the American Herald and the Columbian Magazine, and in 
1792 was one of the organizers of the Lehigh Coal Mine Company. He was threatened 
with mob violence when he tried to market his coal. During the administration of 
President John Adams (1797-1801), he was appointed the Public Printer of the United 
States, but returned to Philadelphia from Washington when Jefferson became Presi- 
dent in 1801. 
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lived in his native land up to his death in Reval on June 26, 
1829.43 

In the United States, they called Wetter von Rosenthal “the 
only Russian who took part in the war for independence on 
the side of the Americans.”44 However, this assertion seems 
not completely accurate, since the detailed information about 
Karzhavin has been presented above. Moreover, the possi- 
bility is not excluded that in a future investigation, information 
will come to light about other Russian participants in the events 
of 1775-1783. We note in particular that Karzhavin mentioned 
in his diary (a note of May 29, 1782) that he met one Russian, 
a native of Reval, among the German soldiers in America. 
Some days later (on June 2) he defines more accurately that 
the name of the Russian soldier was Zakhar Bobukh (“Zakhar 
Ivanov, son of Bobukh”). At one time, reported Karzhavin, “he 
did much diamond work on clothing for the Sovereign Cath- 
erine the Second and for the Counts Orlov, and in place of 
a reward, was forced to flee from Russia.’45 

The fate of the Russian craftsman in diamond work, possibly 
like that of some other unsung wanderers, has remained un- 
known. Then the life and activity of another person, who be- 
longed in his origins to the highest Russian aristocracy, and 
who came to reside permanently in the United States at the 
end of the 18th century, produced a great impression on con- 
temporaries, and on later investigators. This was none other 
than the son of the Russian Minister in the Hague during the 
Revolution, Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn, who came to Balti- 
more in 1792 under the name of Augustine Smith. Relinquish- 
ing his high position and princely title, young Dmitry Golitsyn 
became a Catholic missionary—‘“‘Father Augustine” — 
and founded in a remote part of Pennsylvania, some 200 
miles from Philadelphia, the settlement of Loretto, where his 
monument is now preserved. Several special works in the 
German, French, and English languages are devoted to the 
life and activity of “Father Augustine,” and there is no necessity 
of dwelling here at length on the details of his unusual career.4® 
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It seems obvious however that, given the choice of America 
as the locale of his life, the American sympathies of his father 
exerted an influence on young Golitsyn to a certain degree. 
It is also striking that Dmitry Alekseyevich Golitsyn furnished 
his son with letters of introduction to George Washington and 
John Adams. 

In directing attention to the first Russian travellers and set- 
tlers in the United States in the 18th century, we do not wish 
to exaggerate their number and significance. However, it is 
clear from the preliminary information already brought forward 
by us, and in the first place, from the materials about the 
participation of emigrants from Russia in the War of the Amer- 
ican Revolution (including Karzhavin and Wetter von Rosen- 
thal) that this question deserves special study. It is possible 
that interesting findings may await the persistent investigator 
in the future. 


Conclusion 


In concluding the investigation of Russia’s position in the 
period of the American Revolution of the 18th century, one 
should emphasize that aside from the subjective sympathies 
of the Tsarist Government, the actions undertaken by Russian 
diplomacy in the for the United States difficult years of struggle 
for freedom and independence, had objectively a vital signifi- 
cance for the improvement of the international position of 
the rebelling colonists for the isolation of Great Britain, and, 
in the final analysis, for the victory of the young republic. In 
particular, the proclamation of the Declaration of Armed Neu- 
trality by Russia, which received the official approval of the 
Continental Congress of the United States in October, 1780, 
had great international significance. 

In proclaiming the Declaration of Armed Neutrality, the 
Russian Government in essence defended (it goes without 
saying, by virtue of its own interests) one of the principles in 
the name of which the Americans were fighting. The common 
interests of both Powers in the defense of the rights of neutral 
navigation became a lasting foundation of their relations of 
goodwill subsequently. Many years later, on July 22, 1854, the 
American Secretary of State, William L. Marcy, and the Russian 
Minister in Washington, Baron E. Stoeckl, signed an official 
agreement about the rights of neutral ships at sea, at the basis 
of which were put the principles of the Declaration of February, 
1780.1 

The array of documents on Russia’s peace mediation during 
1780-1781 bears witness to her efforts, expressed, it is true, 
very cautiously, to incline England towards peace with the re- 
bels, and the recognition of their independence. We are talking, 
it is understood, not about some sort of “sympathies” of Cath- 
erine II and her Government for the United States, but first 
of all about considerations of Realpolitik—the ever growing 
discontent with the policy of the British cabinet; the effort of 
the Empress to play the role of arbiter in European affairs; the 
understanding of the unavoidability of the separation of the 
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“American settlements”; and even the direct interest of Russia 
in the formation of an independent United States. Although 
the peace mediation of Russia was not crowned with success, 
the very fact of the advancement by Nikita Ivanovich Panin of 
a concrete plan of peace mediation, and the subsequent moves 
of the Russian Government in favor of the conclusion of peace, 
could not fail to facilitate the opening of direct negotiations, 
and the final peace settlement, during 1782-1783. 

A special feature of this investigation has been not only the 
survey of diplomatic relations proper, but also the study of the 
commercial, social-political, scientific, and cultural connections. 
In the past, the historians of international relations very rarely 
turned to this side of the problem. At the center of their atten- 
tion were only the inter-state, and first of all, the diplomatic 
relations, the activity of famous politicians and generals, Tsars, 
Kings, and Presidents. Thereby a principal element was left 
out of the history of international relations—the people, and, 
moreover, the people in the form of its most educated and 
active representatives—the scholars, the social activists, the 
literary people. Meanwhile, the very history of the relations 
between America and Russia was opened in the middle of the 
18th century by direct and indirect contacts between Benjamin 
Franklin and other American scholars and their Petersburg 
colleagues — Mikhail Vasilyevich Lomonosov, Georg Wilhelm 
Rikhman, Josef Adam Braun, and Franz Ulrich Theodor 
Aepinus.? 

At the beginning of the 1770's, official ties were established 
between the American Philosophical Society in Philadelphia 
and the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg. Soon after the 
formation of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 
Boston, the famous Leonhard Euler was elected a member 
thereof (1781). Catherine II termed Aleksandr Nikolayevich 
Radishchev a rebel worse than Pugachyov, and in this connec- 
tion, invited attention to the fact that he praised Benjamin 
Franklin. Meanwhile, not long before this, the Imperial Aca- 
demy of Sciences in St. Petersburg elected the great American 
to the ranks of its honorary members (November, 1789). 
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The first direct trade connections between America and 
Russia were established already in 1763-1766, when American 
ships, despite the prohibitory policy of the mother country, 
completed at least 8 successful cruises to St. Petersburg. In 
the course of the war for independence, individual ships under 
the Russian flag sailed to the shores of America via Bordeaux, 
and beginning in 1783, the merchant ships of the United States 
were visiting Russia ever more frequently. 

At the end of the 18th century, some dozens of American 
ships came annually to Petersburg, and although on the whole, 
the extent of the first trade connections was still as always not 
very great, the very fact already that they traded with repub- 
lican America, at a time when they were fighting with France at 
the end of the 18th century, offers evidence of the important 
difference between the French policy, and the American policy, 
of Tsarist Russia. 

In principle, of course, the War of the American Revolution 
of 1775-1783 and the French Revolution of 1789-1794, as 
phenomena similar in character, provoked a sharply negative 
reaction of the ruling classes, both of Russia, and also of other 
feudal-absolutist states. But this was only in principle. In prac- 
tice, by virtue of concrete objective reasons and circumstances, 
about which something was said in detail in the appropriate 
chapters, the general international situation added up very 
favorably for the United States (in contradistinction to France). 
Events in America affected above all the interests of Great 
Britain, which could not fail to make her European competitors 
rejoice. Moreover, these events took place somewhere very 
distant, beyond the ocean, and did not, it seemed, present any 
sort of serious threat to the status quo, whereas the great 
revolutionary storm of 1789-1794 broke out in the very heart 
of Europe, and created a real perspective of the downfall of 
the old order and of the entire feudal-absolutist structure. 

We must take into account also the emergence of a reaction 
inside the United States after the end of the war for indepen- 
dence, which found expression in the suppression of the up- 
rising of Daniel Shays (1786-1787), and the coming to power 
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of the Federalists (presidencies of George Washington, 1789- 
1797, and of John Adams, 1797-1801). It is significant in this 
connection that in the spring of 1799, as a result of unofficial 
negotiations between the Russian and American Ministers in 
London, Semyon Romanovich Vorontsov and Robert King, the 
question of diplomatic relations and the conclusion of a trade 
treaty was settled in a preliminary way, and in St. Petersburg, 
they even gave official consent to the exchange of the ap- 
propriate missions. In accordance with custom, the result of 
the development of trade relations between Russia and the 
United States was the recognition, in the fall of 1803, of L. 
Harris as American Consul in St. Petersburg. Some time later, 
during 1808-1809, official diplomatic relations between both 
countries were established.3 

As the materials studied by us show, the events and ideas 
of the American Revolution of the 18th century were perceived 
very sympathetically by advanced circles of Russian society. 
The sharpest class contradictions within the Russian Empire, 
the most frightful yoke of serfdom, joined with the new bour- 
geois forms of exploitation in connection with the capitalistic 
accumulation which was beginning to arise in the vitals of 
feudalism, the mighty wave of the elemental peasant move- 
ment, which did not die down after the suppression of Yemlyan 
Pugachyov's uprising—all this created a favorable situation 
for the spreading of revolutionary, democratic, and liberating 
ideas in the country. 

It was not possible, of course, in the conditions of the Tsarist 
Autocracy, to speak openly about the Russian people’s right 
of revolution, about democratic freedoms, and about a change 
of the political structure of one’s country, but by virtue of a 
number of favorable reasons, it turned out to be possible to 
write more or less objectively about the right to freedom and 
independence of the American people, and its experience of 
victorious revolutionary struggle against England. At the same 
time, the publication of a large quantity of factual material 
about the War of the American Revolution in serfdom-ridden 
Russia took on special meaning and significance through its 
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objective content. A reading of the reports about the success- 
ful military operations of the rebelling colonist against the 
royal troops, the fact of the victorious conclusion of the rev- 
olutionary war for independence, and the confirmation in 
America of a republican state, forced the Russian reader to take 
a critical look at the accompanying activity, to compare repub- 
lican America with serfdom-ridden Russia, and led to the idea 
of the possibility of a successful struggle with the Tsarist Auto- 
cracy. The enlightening activity of Nikolay Ivanovich Novikov, 
the extensive and varied material about America and the Amer- 
ican Revolution of the 18th century published in the pages of 
the Moscow News, and also the journals and books brought 
out by him, had first rank significance in this connection. The 
Russian people may also rightfully take pride in the achieve- 
ment of Aleksandr Nikolayevich Radishchev, who sang of the 
American Revolution in his undying ode “Freedom,” and who 
gave a detailed and profound analysis of the situation in Amer- 
ica in Journey from Petersburg to Moscow. Evaluating highly 
the revolutionary achievement of the American people, Radish- 
chev and Novikov at the same time condemned angrily Negro 
slavery and the destruction of the Indians. 

The same elements were characteristic also for advanced 
representatives of Russian society later. Pestel, Muravyov, 
Ryleyev, and later, Herzen, Chernyshevsky, and others, fol- 
lowed attentively the revolutionary movement in Western 
Europe and America, and in particular, rated highly the War 
of the American Revolution, the Constitution of 1787, and the 
activity of Washington, Franklin, and other outstanding Amer- 
ican leaders. They were interested in events taking place in 
America, read various works of American authors (principally 
in translation into the French language), and also books about 
the history of the United States. But, it goes without saying, we 
must not think that all this was the basic source of the develop- 
ment of revolutionary attitudes, or that they absorbed uncriti- 
cally what they read, and blindly copied West European or 
American experience. The Decembrist A.V. Poggio expressed 
himself on this score with exceptional precision and skill: “How 
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could we by reading some Warden? borrow from him the de- 
termination to introduce into Russia too a Republic such as 
the one about which he speaks. While complexity serves the 
United States as a strength and a bulwark, we feared that our 
state might fall apart with the introduction of a federal adminis- 
tration—they have nine million inhabitants, we have forty 
million. They had colonists of England, we had Russians! There 
vengeance was directed against outside enemies, while we 
sought enemies in our midst... . Of course, all drew from 
books the laws, the jury courts, and the like, but the thoughts 
about rebellion, decisiveness, boldness cannot be explained as 
having originated in books, but in our hearts, amidst all the 
passions which agitated them! Here are the nests where all 
conceptions roosted, from where they descended with con- 
suming flame.”® 

Poggio’s testimony seems to us extraordinarily important. 
The Americans fought above all with a foreign foe, they fought 
for independence, against the tyranny of the British Crown. 
Other tasks confronted Russia, Russian society. It was neces- 
sary to struggle, not for national independence, but for the 
destruction of serfdom, for a radical change of the existing 
order, and for the overthrow of the Tsarist Autocracy. 

Serious attention is devoted in the work to the study of the 
question of the arrival in Russia of the first Americans, and also 
the journeys of Russian subjects in the United States in the 
18th century. The archival and published materials about the 
American journey of Fyodor Vasilyevich Karzhavin and his 
socio-political views were subjected to detailed, multi-faceted 
analysis. 

Steady attention was focused in Russia on the successes of 
the young republic, and the possibility of using American ex- 
perience for the extension of national industry. For this purpose, 
in particular, the well known report of Alexander Hamilton on 
manufacturing was published in 1807, on the initiative of the 
Minister of Finances, D.A. Guryev. “The similarity of the 
American United Provinces and Russia,” wrote in the foreword 
of the book its translator, the well known Russian man of the 
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Enlightenment, V. Malinovsky, “exists both in consideration of 
the disproportionate size of the population, and that youth- 
fulness in which various generally useful habits are found: 
because of this, all the rules, remarks, and methods proposed 
here are very suitable for our fatherland also.’’6 

In the literature they often cite the letter of Thomas Jefferson 
of July 20, 1807, in which the President of the United States 
wrote about Russia as the Power friendliest to the Americans, 
and about the correspondence of Russo-American interests 
with respect to neutral navigation, etc.” 

In welcoming the arrival in America of the first Russian diplo- 
matic representative, A. Ya. Dashkov, as the “precursor” of the 
friendly relations of Russia and the United States. the famous 
American political leader wrote: “Both countries, being by 
character and in practice exclusively peace loving. they have 
common interests in the preservation of the rights of peace 
loving nations.’”8 

The mutually advantageous trade connections of both coun- 
tries acquired ever greater significance. Halfway through 1827- 
1839, from America to Russia were being sent goods worth 
20,447,000 rubles (in paper money), including 36,300 puds of 
sugar (16,695,700 rubles): 25,100 puds of raw cotton (698,800 
rubles), etc. On the other hand, from Russia to the United 
States were sent during these years such important goods as 
358,800 puds of iron (1,709,200 rubles); 96,000 pieces of 
linen and hempen cloth (341,200 rubles); 199,200 puds of 
hemp (1,531,500 rubles), etc.9 

On December 6/18, 1832, the Russian Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, K.V. Nesselrode, and the American Minister in St. 
Petersburg, James Buchanan, signed a trade treaty, officially 
strengthening with respect to both countries the principle of 
most favored nation, and laying a basis for all the subsequent 
development of Russo-American trade connections in the 19th 
century and the beginning of the 20th century. Thanks to the 
“liberal terms” of this treaty, remarked President Andrew Jack- 
son, a “flourishing and increasing” trade was developing be- 
tween Russia and the United States, which, in its turn, “furnishes 
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new motives for that mutual friendship which both countries 
have so far nourished with respect to each other.”!° 

As a whole, the history of Russo-American relations in the 
18th and 19th centuries shows that in the most difficult critical 
periods of the history of the United States— during the War of 
the Revolution, 1775-1783, the Anglo-American War of 1812, 
and finally, the Civil War of 1861-1865-—the position of Rus- 
sia, by virtue of a number of concrete reasons, turned out to be 
objectively benevolent. It goes without saying that this does not 
mean that we never had differences, contradictions, and even 
conflicts. Nevertheless our countries never fought each other 
(if the intervention of the United States in the period of the 
Civil War in Soviet Russia is not considered), and we were 
allies in two world wars. Both countries have accumulated a 
great and varied experience of fruitful scientific, cultural, social- 
political, and trade ties. The substantial turning point in the 
relations between the USSR and the United States which has 
taken place in recent years makes it possible to hope that these 
traditions will experience further development, to the benefit 
of our peoples and of all mankind. 
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#1], 

A. S. Musin-Pushkin, the Minister in London, to N. I. Panin, 
Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 68, October 
31/November 11, 1774. 

Most Serene Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! Letters re- 
ceived here yesterday from America emphasize in a most 
convincing way how firm, and so almost unanimous, is the in- 
tention of the local inhabitants not to obey any orders such as 
are inclined, however little, towards the confirmation of the 
right of legislating for them here; they are formally refusing 
General Gage not only all necessaries most needed for the 
troops under his command, but also the most unskilled labor- 
ers needed for the construction of barracks. It has already been 
decided by the general congress in Philadelphia not to export 
any American goods here, and not to receive there any from 
here. To supply sufficiently the city of Boston, blockaded on all 
sides, with all that is required. Beyond this, various cities and 
provinces are collecting voluntary contributions for the latter, 
and the sort of generous ones on which the inhabitants of the 
latter were able to subsist continuously, in a secure fashion, 
three years ago. 

Such a situation justly alarms the administration here, and 
the more in that all the advantages which trade and factories 
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here receive, both from raw materials brought here from Amer- 
ica, and from goods manufactured here and exported there, 
are well known to it. The local annual exports herefrom attain, 
in general, a value of no less than three million pounds sterling, 
while New York Province sends in six hundred thousand 
poundssterling annually, and Philadelphia Province, often seven 
hundred thousand. Any shutting off of such exports, if it does 
not undermine all manufactures here completely, at least in- 
jures them very perceptibily. 

(Rest of text of despatch in code.) An aroused France, and 
Spain, will not fail to intervene in the dispute between England 
and her colonists. Two frigates under the flag of the former 
have already appeared near Boston, loaded, as is heard, with 
various military supplies, while the latter has already despatched 
five warships from Ferrol, probably to America. Or at least, the 
Admiralty here has received a first-hand report about this in 
recent days from Gibraltar. 

The Portuguese matter continues to arouse little interest 
here. Now, of course, there is no time to move into it with all 
the required force, and they are trying here to put off the 
carrying on of that negotiation. The Court of Lisbon was in- 
clined to renew the latter again, when Spain cut short the latter 
with her improper invitation to the Bourbon Family Compact, 
instead of any answer to that Court to the memorial submitted 
by it to her. 

With complete .... 

Aleksey Musin-Pushkin. 
Received November 23, 1774. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1774 g., d. 261, 11. 
158-159. Original.) 


#2. 

A. S. Musin-Pushkin, the Minister in London, to N. L Panin, 
Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 8, February 
3/14, 1775. 

Most Serene Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! The mer- 
chants trading in the West Indies have presented their peti- 
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tions for the greatest possible clarification of the consequences 
of American affairs to both Houses of Parliament, where they 
were equally rejected, because, in the opinion of the ministers, 
“all commercial considerations must already give way to the 
carrying out of those measures which have been occasioned now 
by the forthcoming conflicts between Great Britain and the 
colonies.” As to what sort of protest was made on this to the 
Upper Chamber, a translation! of the latter is most respectfully 
attached hereto, and hopefully, the more opportunely, in that 
it explains to a considerable degree, in another form, a matter 
of such great importance as that of just how frightful is the 
declaration of the Americans as insurrectionists. The internecine 
war with them therefore seems the more unavoidable, in that 
they are pushed thereto by the extremity either of obeying all 
laws here, contrary to custom, or of fighting against that which 
is, So to speak, burdensome, and also restrictive of their natural 
and legal rights. Many wise and impartial people fear that the 
suppression of American trade, navigation, and fishing in New- 
foundland, the changes in the charters granted them, and the 
reestablishment of a completely new form of administration, 
in the form of the destruction of their most treasured rights — les 
Jurés, le Habeas Corpus & le Droit de se faire taxer par des 
Représentans? — (which are considered unnecessary here), will 
not fail to force them, out of desperation, to choose the latter, 
but most dangerous, course of resistance. In case of the best 
successes there in the direction of the subjugation by force of 
those now disobedient, it will scarcely fail to be necessary al- 
ready to rule them henceforth by force, and to entrust that 
solely to His Majesty. In case of this, not a little danger for free- 
dom here is foreseen, and more still for the public credit. From 
the diminution of trade, the profits of all industries here are 
diminished, and finally the state revenues too, while expenses, 
on the other hand, are exceeding the latter most sensibly: in 
that, besides all other expenses, it has already been decided 
to add two thousand sailors and 490 marines to the existing 
number, at 52 pounds sterling per year per man; and in that 
the fleet here is therefore being put in such a condition that 
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it would be sufficient, not only for the actual suppression of 
any American trade, but also for the protection of this island 
itself from any surprise attacks at some point. Already close 
to a hundred individual ships of the line are being armed in 
the ports here. Lord Sandwich, First Lord of the Admiralty, 
declared yesterday in Parliament that upon assuming his du- 
ties, he found the fleet in such a disorderly condition that in 
the last three years around 40 ships had been dismantled, 
while more already are not more useful than these. There was 
no timber reserve at individual docks, and he may now dispose 
of around 80 ships of the line for the entire service; but soon 
twenty more besides these can be outfitted: henceforth all 
timber construction is reserved for three years, along with 
everything that pertains to shipbuilding. 

With the most complete. . . . 

Aleksey Musin-Pushkin. 

Received March 5, 1775. 

(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1775 g., d. 266, 11. 

18-20. Original.) 

#3. 

A. S. Musin-Pushkin, the Minister in London, to N. I. Panin, 
Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 29, May 
19/30.1775. 

Most Serene Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! When I had 
the honor to report to Your Excellency in the last post about 
the pliability of the Philadelphia Quakers to the well known 
peace proposal of Lord North, it was impossible to know in 
advance then that the royal troops had made an actual hostile 
attack on the provincial American militia around Boston. Their 
first volley brought around 50 men to the place, and produced 
such alarm in the province that the inhabitants who had hastened 
thither from various places with arms threw back the royal 
troops and pursued them as far as the warship itself, under the 
guns of which they could guarantee their safety from attack, 
with losses, however, of around 150 men. All this took place, 
Most Gracious Sovereign, on April 8/19, probably without any 
formal plan of internecine war. The Americans, considering this 
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event the precise beginning thereof, besieged Boston with an 
impressive number of their militia, with the intention of taking 
possession of it. The ship which brought this very unpleasant 
news here yesterday left America in such a situation. 

His Highness the Prince of Holstein-Gottorp arrived here 
three days ago. Tomorrow he will be presented by me to His 
Majesty the King, and day after tomorrow to Her Majesty the 
Queen. 

The Spanish Ambassador Prince Masseran returned here 
again in great haste three days ago. Yesterday he was granted a 
private audience with His Majesty, and he has already been 
seen more than once with Lord Rochefort, for the sake, of 
course, of calming down any fear of the Court here of Spanish 
armaments. 

In connection with the dissolution of Parliament, after add- 
ing up the account of my extraordinary expense here above 
the sum allotted to me by the Most All-Gracious One, I take the 
liberty of most humbly making an application, requesting Your 
Most Gracious Excellency that I be paid therefore two hundred 
and three pounds sterling and 20 shillings in paper money, 
which I am taking the liberty of transferring this day in Your 
Excellency’s name to the Russian Consul here, Mr. Baxter. 

As for the rest, | have the honor .... 

Aleksey Musin-Pushkin. 
Received June 10, 1775. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1775 g., d. 226, 11. 
83-84. Original.) 
#4. 
A. S. Musin-Pushkin, the Minister in London, to N. I. Panin, 
Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 32, June 
i120 1775, 

Most Serene Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! Her Imperial 
Majesty's warship Saratov has already actually arrived at Ports- 
mouth Roads with the frigate named Zapasny, whither, of course, 
the two other remaining frigates of the squadron will not be 
slow in appearing. The appropriate representations have al- 
ready been made for the permission to exit, and for the lifting 
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of quarantine for them, so that, after taking on board a suffi- 
cient amount of water, My Lord Rear Admiral Basbal will of 
course not delay further in setting sail for the Baltic. 

The ship recently expected here from Boston with des- 
patches from General Gage arrived here three days ago, and 
the news received by the Court about the skirmish which took 
place between the royal troops and the provincial American 
troops was printed this evening in the Court Circular, with all 
the circumstances, which differed from the details broadcast 
earlier only in this way, that the beginning of the military opera- 
tions there is ascribed to the Americans, who, from their homes 
and from hiding places, fired stealthily on the royal troops, 
sent for the destruction of the military supplies stored by the 
Americans. In the account of the Governor of Boston, the 
malice and barbarism of the insurrectionists, who cut off the 
ears of the prisoners who fell into their hands, and otherwise 
mutilated them, is noted particularly. Among the dead are one 
lieutenant and 62 privates; among the wounded are 15 officers 
and 157 soldiers; and among the missing are one lieutenant 
and 24 soldiers. The losses on the side of the insurrectionists 
are unknown; however, they are considered to be very con- 
siderable. 

Meanwhile, news came here yesterday from New York which 
reveals that the inhabitants there, taking up arms, took posses- 
sion of the fortress of the capital and the garrison, and the lead- 
ers of this uprising established a new administration, subject 
only to the general American congress. However unpleasant 
all such news received is in general, both for all the well inten- 
tioned ones, and also especially to the ministry, it is, neverthe- 
less, still unknown what measures the latter will take for the 
pacification of the internecine war which has begun there, and 
for the punishment of the insurrectionists, but above all, we 
must of course await the actions of the new troops sent thither, 
which are arriving there, and the final decisions of the Philadel- 
phia congress. 

The French Ambassador, the Comte de Guines, returned 
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here last Sunday, and will be received in audience by His Bri- 
tannic Majesty tomorrow. 
With most complete .... 
Aleksey Musin-Pushkin 
Received July 4, 1775. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1775 g., d. 266, 11. 
92-93. Original.) 


#5. 

V. G. Lizakevich, Counsellor of the Embassy in London, to 
N. I. Panin, Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 
38, December 8/19, 1775. 

Most Serene Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! Last Sunday, 
the Court here broadcast news received from Canada, that the 
Governor there, General Carlton, deploying a considerable 
corps of troops in the neighborhood of Montreal, was prepar- 
ing to go to the rescue of the fortress of St. John, formally 
besieged by the insurrectionists, and that he hoped soon, not 
only to force them to lift their siege, but also to expel them 
completely from the limits of the riverain province. The more 
this gave probability to the report about the speedy freeing of 
Canada from the enemy attempts which threaten it, the more 
the news which arrived here therefrom yesterday impressed 
everyone—that the provincial troops, driving away the corps 
under the command of General Carlton himself with losses, 
actually took possession on November 3 of the fortresses of 
Champlain and St. John, whose garrisons, consisting of 600 
men, surrendered, with all the artillery and military ammuni- 
tion. This unexpected news brings alarm to the ministry, the 
more in that the same fate must now be feared for Montreal 
and Quebec, upon the capture of which cities, all Canada may 
fall into enemy hands before they succeed in sending there a 
sufficient number of troops, about whose despatch it is already 
impossible to think prior to the forthcoming spring. The con- 
quest by the Americans of such an extensive province gives 
them more resources, in that besides abundance in everything 
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else, they will find there all materials needed for the construc- 
tion and equipment of ships. In debates which took place 
yesterday in the Upper Chamber on the contents of the bill 
which forbids trade with the colonies, the Opposition was 
strengthened by these unpleasant reports for a delay of further 
discussion thereon until the forthcoming month, when the 
ministry, despite this, insisted on the necessity of the speediest 
passage of this ordinance, particularly now, when these details 
received from Canada show indisputably the decision already 
long since taken by the Americans to carry out hostile actions 
against the Government here, and to construct there a Power 
completely independent of Great Britain. On this occasion, 
the Opposition fiercely reviled that article of the bill being 
debated, which turns over all goods confiscated on ships to be 
divided up among the sailors, noting among other things that 
such an unbecoming incentive may inspire many to commit 
outrages and attacks on neutral ships, from which not only a 
formal complaint, but sometimes a war, may be produced. 
Despite everything, the majority of votes in favor of the Court 
overcame all these objections, and the bill was approved with 
some slight changes in favor of their islands of the West In- 
dies, so that now there remains only His Majesty's approval for 
the final statute, which will be given hopefully within two days, 
and then the session of both Houses will be adjourned for three 
weeks. 

His Excellency Prince Grigory Grigoryevich Orlov, with His 
Lordship General and Cavalier Bauer, departed three days ago 
for Holland, and the Privy Kammerherr of Her Imperial Ma- 
jesty, Mr. Zinovyev, remained here for some weeks still to try 
the waters of Bath, the use of which was advised by a doctor 
here. 

As for the rest, | have the honor .... 

V. Lizakevich 
Received January 2, 1776. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1775 g., d. 267, 11. 
107-119. Original.) 
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#6, 

V. G. Lizakevich, Counsellor of the Embassy in London, to N. 1. 
Panin, Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 42, 
December 29, 1775/January 9, 1776. 

Most Serene Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! The admin- 
istration here has already entered into negotiations with various 
German princes about the search for the required number of 
troops for their intended military operations in America. All- 
though the terms offered each of them are still not known pre- 
cisely, nevertheless there are reliable calculations about the 
supplying of the troops here, from which it appears that the 
Landagrave of Hesse-Cassel is obligated to give 12,000 men; 


the ruling Prince of Brunswick... ............. 4,000 men; 
the Prince of Waldeck ..............0....00.. 500 ” ; 
the Hanau administration ................... 500 ” ; 
adding to which three Scottish regiments, comprising in 

GUIS Sak aia leene A walyeoce wees BEA e te Gat Boat cg 3000)” 
and which they hope here to receive from Holland3; 

all these forces are to consist inallof......... 20,000 men— 


foreign troops paid by Great Britain, not making mention even 
of the regiments levied by volunteers in Hanover and in other 
neighboring places, which are also carried in the total of this 
state. It cannot now be foreseen whether all this corps will be 
sent to America, judging by the rumored reluctance of these 
German princes to risk their troops in unknown regions and 
climes, so that probably they will be striving in every way to the 
end that at least the great part of the latter be used in Europe 
in place of regiments here sent out from Great Britain and Ire- 
land. However this may be, they emphasize here with convic- 
tion that the entire army which it is intended to deploy in America 
next spring has up to 40 thousand men. 

On the other hand, they are ordering there up to 30 various 
warships, which, joining the squadrons which are already in 
America, constitute a fleet sufficient for the total suppression, 
both of trade with other nations, and also mutual communi- 
cations by sea between the colonies, and this method is con- 
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sidered the most reliable for leading the latter to the desired 
submission. 

No reliable news has yet been received about the fate of Que- 
bec, although in general everyone thinks that that city is hardly 
able to defend itself. Meanwhile, there is the report carried here 
by the royal frigate which arrived from Boston on the 21st that 
the Americans have again seized three English transports with 
troops and ammunition, and that with the heavy frosts which 
have begun there, the royal troops have already gone into 
winter quarters, and thus it does not remain to expect anything 
important from those regions until the beginning of spring. 

As for the rest, | have the honor ... 

V. Lizakevich 
Received February 3, 1776. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1775 g., d. 267, 11. 
121-122. Original.) 


#7. 
LS. Baryatinsky, the Minister in Paris, to I. A. Osterman, Vice- 
Chancellor, No. 33, May 25/June 6, 1776. 

Most Illustrious Count, Gracious Sovereign! [Text of the re- 
port is in code.} They are talking here more than ever about the 
affairs of England with her colonists, and they think that Eng- 
land is in extremely bad circumstances. The evacuation of the 
city of Boston produced, so they say, a great sensation among 
the royalists, and satisfaction on the part of the Americans. Among 
the public here, they are trying to verify whether they have the 
most accurate news that the English troops were expelled there- 
from by force, but the Ministry here does not give out anything 
about this, and the English royalists who are here refute these 
rumors, and offer the assurance that General Howe left that 
place according to orders, in line with a plan offered to the Min- 
istry by his brother. They are also saying here publicly that al- 
legedly he, General Howe, at the time of the evacuation of 
Boston, weathered a storm of such magnitude that all his ships 
were so scattered that they do not know where a great part of 
them are. The last division of Hesse-Cassel and Brunswick 
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troops has still not actually gone aboard ship. There is reliable 
news here to the effect that England so far is still not finding 
the money to engage transports for carrying these troops. The 
Duke of Richmond who, as Your Excellency knows, is a part 
of the Opposition to the present English ministry, said in con- 
fidence to some of his friends here that he thinks that the 
colonies will never agree to any peace proposals. On all occa- 
sions, the Court here continues to offer assurances to England 
as to the continuation of friendship and peace. A rumor re- 
cently came to me from a quite reliable source, it seems, that 
allegedly there is already an American emissary here with 
whom the Ministry here is having conversations. If this is really 
true, then this matter is moving forward very secretively, since 
they still do not leak out at all who such emissaries might be, 
and with which of the ministers they are having conversations. 
Commerce between the Americans and France is now in quite 
a state of activity. They say that, of the American ships in al- 
most all the French ports, no small number came in under their 
own flags... 

As for the rest.... 

Prince Ivan Baryatinsky 

Received June 18, 1976. 

(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Frantsiyey, 1776 g., d. 312, 11. 
120-121. Original.) 

#8 
V. G. Lizakevich, Counsellor of the Embassy in London, to N. I. 
Panin, Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 45, 
August 9/20, 1776. 

Most Illustrious Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! Since the 
time of my last, most humble report4, the Court here has not 
received any news from America. On the side, letters which 
have arrived here are filled of course with exaggerated details 
about the measures taken by the inhabitants there for the en- 
largement of their forces on sea and land, the latter of which 
is now being allegedly extended to 75,000 men. However that 
may be, matters there have already proceeded of course to 
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the most desperate situation, so that it will scarcely be possible 
to set them right save by the coercive force of arms, a decisive 
success of which will perhaps produce the pliability desired by 
the colonies towards an amicable settlement of the present dis- 
putes. And from this very thing, a conclusion may easily be 
reached about the concern of the administration, when the 
slightest failure there of the troops from here may involve 
the most ruinous consequences for the state here, through the 
irreversible loss of its extensive and populous settlements in 
the New World, for the preservation of which such enormous 
expenses have already been incurred, and for the bringing of 
which into a state of obedience, they will be forced to use and 
to risk all the power and resources of this kingdom. 

In the Declaration of Independence published on July 4 by 
the general congress, all the earlier complaints of the colonies 
are repeated, concerning the rectification of which they ad- 
dressed themselves in vain to the King, to the Parliament, and 
to the nation here; that not foreseeing now any hope for the 
rectification of the oppressions suffered by them, they found 
themselves compelled to make this solemn declaration, by 
which they declared the United Colonies a free and indepen- 
dent state, thus destroying henceforth all their former connec- 
tion with Great Britain; and that as a consequence of this in- 
dependence of theirs, the United Colonies have the right and 
power to declare war, make peace, make alliances, establish 
trade, etc., obligating themselves moreoever to sacrifice life, 
honor, and all their possessions for the preservation of all the 
above-mentioned advantages. 

The publication of this document, and the promulgation of a 
formal declaration of war against Great Britain, offer evidence 
of all the courage of the leaders there. In such a desperate 
situation, they are awaiting with impatience here news of the 
junction of Lord Howe with the General, his brother, and about 
the operations which the full powers given to him for pacifica- 
tion are producing in America, cherishing moreover the hope 
that in case of the failure of the latter, they will succeed, by 
some sort of decisive blow against the enemy, in frightening the 
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popular American leaders, and despite this, in winning over the 
well intentioned inhabitants there, and thus hastening the re- 
conciliation with Great Britain generally desired. 

As for the rest, I have the honor... . 

V. Lizakevich 

Received September 3, 1776. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1776 g., d. 274, 11. 
152-153. Original.) 


#9 
V. G. Lizakevich, Counsellor of the Embassy in London, to N. I. 
Panin, Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 51, 
September 16/27, 1776. 

On American affairs, the administration has still not received 
so far any trustworthy indication, and now it is known only, and 
that informally, about the junction of Lord Howe and General 
Clinton with the Commander-in-Chief of the royal troops in 
America, General Howe. Meanwhile, American public reports 
which came here in the last few days, and private letters, re- 
vealed some quite important details about what transpired 
there; from them it appears that, upon the junction of Lord 
Howe with his brother, he sent by an officer a letter from him- 
self to the American General Washington, which, however, the 
latter declined to receive, despite the strongest assurances 
that the content of the latter consisted solely of friendly good 
wishes and the usual civilities; that in the refusal of it, he insisted 
above all on this, that on the envelope of the letter he was des- 
ignated simply as “Mister Washington,” not giving him the 
title of General of the American Army; that the general cong- 
ress publicly approved this conduct of General Washington, 
thereby giving notice for the information of all its commanders 
that they are not to receive at all any letters or memoranda 
sent to them, in which their various ranks and commands 
were not precisely indicated; that Lord Howe sent some war- 
ships up the river, which occupied an advantageous position 
near the New York capital; that the aforesaid Lord, together 
with the General, his brother, as the two plenipotentiary com- 
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missioners from the King, published a manifesto in which, re- 
ferring to the power given to them in accordance with the act 
recently passed by Parliament to receive obedience from the 
various American colonies, and to pardon all those who come 
to repentance, they promise a reward to all those who will 
cooperate in the desired cessation of the disputes and con- 
fusions which have arisen there, and hasten the reconcilia- 
tion of the colonies with Great Britain, expressing moreover 
their readiness to receive their just complaints, and to strive in 
every way to rectify them, and to reestablish there the legal ad- 
ministration, and general peace, in accordance with the gracious 
intentions of His Majesty; that as a result of this the general 
congress formally issued a declaration, in which, while refuting 
all the contents of this manifesto, it noted that the sly exhor- 
tations and promises included in it are designed solely for the 
deception of, and the weakening of the firmness of, the defend- 
ers of American freedom, and that these false caresses must 
now push all the inhabitants into greater caution, and show 
them that the preservation of their fortunes depends, not on 
the justice of a monarch still, but on their own courage and un- 
animity; that the Declaration of Independence of the colonies 
had been announced to all the American standing army at New 
York, and was received with universal satisfaction and ap- 
plause: moreover, the people there, in their rapture and pas- 
sion, pulled down the statue of the King which had been 
erected in the aforesaid city, and showered on it various curses 
and rage. 

All these details, about the accuracy of which there is already 
not the slighest doubt, clearly demonstrate the firmly held 
American intention, in everything and for all time, to throw off 
the yoke of dependence on Great Britain, and also that already, 
they are not keeping up the slightest appearances about their 
intentions. And these revelations must, it seems, bring about a 
universal change in the ideas of the nation here, when now al- 
ready it has been clearly shown that now the main question is 
not the rectification of complaints, but the keeping, or the 
total loss, of America. It is still unknown what role the Oppo- 
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sition intends to play in the forthcoming sessions of Parlia- 
ment, which will begin on October 31 next. It is confirmed 
only that, in pondering the crisis to which this important dispute 
with the colonies has now led, one already may not expect, 
beyond the present measures, any sort of action for the re- 
tention of their colonies in America except coercive deeds of 
bloodshed. 

The boldness of the American privateers daily alarms the 
merchants here. In addition to the large number of ships in- 
tercepted by them in the Atlantic Ocean, they are already 
carrying out their searches near the Spanish and Portuguese 
coasts. The packet boat which returned this week from Lisbon 
brought here the news that one ship which departed from 
Falmouth, destined for the Mediterranean Sea, and whose cargo 
was valued at from 20 to 30 thousand pounds sterling, was 
seized by an American privateer at Cape St. Vincent, and that 
many of their privateers are cruising around the coasts here, 
and have captured seven other merchant ships, which have 
already been sent to American ports with their cargoes. This 
news brought not a little disquiet here, and raised very much 
the price of insurance on all ships departing for the Ocean and 
the Mediterranean Sea, so that the merchants here have al- 
ready submitted a memorial to the ministry in favor of the 
establishment of convoys in all parts of the world, as a result 
of which it has been decided to arm four ships for the pro- 
tection of trade here between the English Channel and the 
Straits of Gibraltar. 

With the most complete.... 

V. Lizakevich 
Received October 13, 1776. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1776 g., d. 274, 11. 
167-170. Original.) 


#10. 
I. S. Baryatinsky, the Minister in Paris, to I. A. Osterman, the 
Vice Chancellor, No. 77, December 4/15, 1776. 
Most Serene Count, Gracious Sovereign! [Text of the report 
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is in code.] Franklin arrived in Paris yesterday. The public is so 
taken with him that they no longer talk about anything else 
except the reasons for his arrival here, and there are such vari- 
ous reports that it is impossible to know on what they are really 
based. 

I consider it my duty to report to Your Excellency about all 
the rumors in view of the sensation which he produced. Some 
say that he came here only to put his two grandchildren in 
schools here, and is himself proceeding to Switzerland, and is 
taking with him gold ingots to the amount of 600,000 livres of 
the currency here, with the intention of buying himself a castle 
there and quietly ending his days. Others say that he had only 
just arrived in Nantes when he wrote Comte de Vergennes, de- 
claring to him that he had been sent by the American Indepen- 
dent United Provinces to negotiate with France, and wants to 
know how they will receive him here; his proposal consists 
allegedly of this, that the American United Provinces desire 
to conclude a treaty of lasting friendship with France, if, under 
present circumstances, she will give them aid against the Eng- 
lish. If France turns them down, then they will be reconciled 
with England, and moreover they declare to France that in 
the reconciliation they will introduce such articles as will not 
be to the advantage of France. Still others say that Franklin 
was sent here as a plenipotentiary from the Congress, in order 
to deal with England about a reconciliation from here. About 
this last conjecture, some are arguing in today’s political gather- 
ings that although that conjecture seems somewhat far-fetched 
from one point of view, from another it is necessary not to 
leave it out of consideration now, in consideration of the fact 
that recently there has been no news from General Howe, since 
after the capture of [New] York, both armies were in proximity 
to each other, and if there had been a battle between them, 
there would already have been news of this; and therefore it 
is necessary to suppose that finally there will be some sort of 
parleys, and therefore this conjecture above all has a basis, 
that the most justified rumor is the one which there was here, 
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that the Americans had sent deputies to General Howe in 
order to negotiate with him about a pacification, and that he 
did not enter into a negotiation with them because the deputies 
demanded that he recognize them as ambassadors from inde- 
pendent provinces, and that among these deputies was Frank- 
lin. In a word, according to the general opinion of our corps 
here, the arrival of the Franklins here is of course producing 
some sort of important évenément. Franklin allegedly offers 
the assurance, concerning American circumstances and forces, 
that the successes over the Americans proclaimed by the Eng- 
lish were insignificant to no small degree, that General Howe 
captured only those individual places which were not necessary 
to the Americans, that the American army is great in numbers, 
is in very good condition, and is firmly resolved on defense, that 
the army of General Howe is also in good condition, but cannot 
winter at all in those places where it now finds itself, and that 
it is sure to be forced to go to Halifax. Deane, the American 
Commissioner here, about whom | have already reported to 
Your Excellency more than once, is doing much here to the 
advantage of the Americans. A few days ago, he sent out 
around thirty persons of the waiting officers on a French mer- 
chant ship, having armed it with twenty seven guns. The Min- 
istry here is always trying to conceal the aid given to the Ameri- 
cans under the table, and therefore the passports of the officers 
sent out were issued to Saint-Domingue, allegedly for their 
private affairs. 

Yesterday the order was given by the police to all coffee 
houses and taverns that there be no discussions of American 
affairs, and least of all especially of the connivance in the 
despatch there of French officers. 

As for the rest, I remain.... 


Prince Ivan Baryatinsky 


Received January 1, 1777. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Frantsiyey, 1776 g., d. 312, 11. 
245-248. Original.) 
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#11. 
I. S. Baryatinsky, the Minister in Paris, to I. A. Osterman, the 
Vice Chancellor, No. 22, March 23/April 3, 1777. 

... The English Ambassador is saying that they have news 
from America that discord among the Americans is increasing 
more by the hour by reason of the appointment of Washington 
as a dictator, that already a great part consider the power given 
to him contrary to a free government, and object that they find 
it more preferable to obey the authority of their former sov- 
ereign. 

One fine young gentleman here by the name of the Marquis 
de Lafayette, a captain in the service here, son-in-law of the son 
of Field Marshal de Noailles, and relative by marriage to the 
Ambassador from here to London, in recent days requested 
permission to go to Italy, and went from there to Bordeaux, 
wherefrom the news has been received here that he arrived 
there with eight persons from the officers here, among which 
was one Brigadier, a person already fully mature, and that he 
engaged and armed a ship, paying five thousand livres for all 
this, and that he went to America with the intention of entering 
the service of the struggling colonies, that he, the Marquis, 
also changed his name and called himself Gilbert du Motier, 
native of the village of Cavaignac. Upon the receipt of this 
news the Government immediately sent a courier to stop him, 
but the courier arrived there too late; now a corvette has been 
sent after them with orders to arrest them where they overtake 
them, and to return them to France; the relatives of Lafayette 
are greatly outraged. His wife’s first cousin, the Vicomte de 
Noailles, is now saying that Lafayette, before the day of his de- 
parture from Paris, invoking his honor, revealed his enterprise 
to him; that he formed this intention already more than six 
months ago; that in the last month he went to England solely 
with this view, that he take from partisans of the colonies there 
a complete report about all the circumstances of the Ameri- 
cans; and that after contacts with the latter he was so enthralled 
that, upon his return from England, he revealed his intention 
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to Franklin and Deane, and asked their advice thereon; that 
they both praised his enterprise, but did not give him any ad- 
vice, but on the contrary, said to him that they have need only 
of engineer and artillery officers, but that other officers were 
not necessary to them; however, such a dry answer could not 
deflect him. In departing herefrom, he, Lafayette, put his do- 
mestic affairs in good order, and took with him ready cash, 
more than a hundred and fifty thousand livres and a large 
quantity of muskets and ammunition. | am reporting to Your 
Excellency in such detail, for the reason that this produced a 
great sensation here among the public and at the Court. All 
are extremely impressed that such a young man, being in the 
very best circumstances here, took such a strange part, but along 
with this, they draw the conclusion that he is perhaps also clever 
in thinking out his whole conduct in this enterprise, and in the 
keeping of a secret. The King is very upset by this action, and 
I know that the Ministry is responding that if England takes 
them captive and deals with them with all severity, the Court 
here may not make any solicitations on their behalf. 

As for the rest, with deepest.... 

Prince Ivan Baryatinsky 

Received April 20, 1777. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Frantsyey, 1777 g., d. 323, 11. 
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#12. 

A. S. Musin-Pushkin, the Minister in London, to N. I. Panin, the 
Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 6, De- 
cember 19/30, 1777. 

... Some officers who were at the surrender of General 
Burgoyne,> have brought various despatches to the Court. 
The contents of the latter still remain up to now an impene- 
trable secret. Meanwhile it is known that the Americans did not 
fail to maintain with their prisoners not only all possible hu- 
manitarianism and indulgence, but also such courtesy that they 
cannot quite fail to marvel at it, nor to be extremely pleased 
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with it here. This well-advised and perhaps calculated conduct 
earned them here a much better opinion than the former con- 
duct, and therefore it already would serve to attract more sym- 
pathy to them. 

The cities of Manchester and Liverpool have set various 
other cities the example of enlisting at their own expense sol- 
diers for the service of His Majesty the King in America. How- 
ever much the example of such patriotic devotion is pleasing 
in itself, it is doubtful nevertheless that it would produce the 
success desired, and on the contrary, it will scarcely fail to hin- 
der it even. Good sense itself showed that from the beginning 
of the intentions here against America, the Americans were 
strengthened not otherwise than precisely to the degree of 
the premature preparations threatening them here. However 
much disposed the thirteen provinces were to differ among 
themselves and to be opposed to one another, nevertheless 
they were united by the danger from England, common and 
equal for all. Along with all this, the permanent local interests 
of these provinces left, moreover, in the northern ones a greater 
desire for independence than in the southern ones, which, 
because of remoteness still from danger, are now demonstrat- 
ing their sympathies in this internecine war not otherwise than 
in a constrained fashion. The almost general subscription and 
collection here for the enlistment of one Manchester regiment, 
of one from Wales, of nine from Scotland, of 5,000 Irishmen 
and other Catholics here, and of ten battalions of Englishmen, 
makes the decision, of course, for an appropriate defense of 
all in America who have still remained in some wavering posi- 
tion; so that this new preparation here can henceforth be con- 
sidered the knot of the general confederation there, and above 
all, the Americans, while transferring all trade to France, Spain, 
and Holland, will end all their accounts with Englishmen to 
their advantage, the more in that Englishmen do not owe them 
large sums, but they owe large sums here. This very consid- 
eration forced the merchants here not to sign their names, in 
order thereby not to bring down on themselves personal hatred. 
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The Ministry here has all this time been engaged especially 
both in drawing up a new plan of military operations, and at 
the same time, also peace proposals at times, if a suitable oc- 
casion should be discovered for this, and also with the compila- 
tion of those papers which it has been decided to lay before 
Parliament on February 2. 

They are expecting General Burgoyne here with all his corps 
in a short time. The rumored defeat of General Washington 
did not have the slighest basis; on the contrary it is well known 
here unofficially that General Clinton, fearing to stay in the field 
any longer, led his corps to the city of [New] York, which he is 
fortifying with all speed and care ... 

For the rest.... 

Aleksey Musin-Pushkin 
Received January 13, 1778. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1777 g., d. 282, 11. 
27-29. Original.) 


ca ey 
A.S. Musin-Pushkin, the Minister in London, to N.I. Panin, 
Chairman of the College of Foreign Affairs, No. 2, January 
9/20, 1778. 

Most Serene Count, Most Gracious Sovereign! (The first 
paragraph of the report is in code.) From my earlier reports 
Your Excellency had already deigned to review sufficiently all 
the difficult position of the Court here, because of American 
affairs, and almost more even because of the French and Spa- 
nish hostile attitudes which have emerged at this time, and with 
such intentions for the future that it is necessary that this fear 
be as great; and how clear it is that the ministry is already think- 
ing seriously about peace with its colonies, in order that thereby 
it may be more capable of thwarting the malevolent designs of 
the Courts of Versailles and Madrid. But just as various, still 
almost insuperable, difficulties now insist on this, so in recent 
days two of my recent acquaintences and very best ministerial 
friends of the Scotland Party showed, although separately, with 


212 RUSSIA AND THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION 


equal passion (of course, not for themselves, but on the ins- 
truction of their protectors) every regret over the inexcusable 
omission to conclude a treaty of alliance with Russia, and the 
sincere desire to carry the latter now to completion, not only 
with the granting to Russia of all possible advantages, whatever 
happened to England, but asking my personal opinion, so to 
speak, as to how should be begun here now the important and 
inevitably necessary negotiation and what success I was able to 
expect therefrom. To avoid any direct answer, | moved away 
from this to the general political positions of one Court with 
respect to the other one, adding that the negotiation with the 
Porte was still not settled at all, and that all the necessary mea- 
sures with respect to it, and also with respect to other matters 
concerning the Court of the Most High, Her Imperial Majesty, 
have been agreed upon with the Vienna Court, and especially 
with the Berlin Court; something was said to me accordingly 
still yesterday, a second time, with the addition that England 
would with joy assume those subsidies which the Prussian King 
pays Russia, and if necessary, greater ones. Although surprise 
was expressed to my reply as to lack of knowledge, it was, 
however, without any foundation, since it is scarcely possible 
to have exhortation to such a negotiation, of which it is impos- 
sible to foresee the temporary or the general circumstances, or 
the most remote one in which it has been put by England 
herself. 

General Lord Cornwallis arrived here three days ago from 
America with news of the end of the campaign and of the entry 
of both armies into winter quarters, the royal one in the city of 
Philadelphia and its surroundings, and the American one fifty 
versts away in Reading and around it. The numerical size of the 
latter did not exceed 16,000 men, and after the junction there- 
with of the corps of Gates. 

It was proposed three days ago to the magistracy of this 
capital that it hold a subscription for the enlistment of soldiers 
and sailors against the rebelling Americans, but upon consid- 
eration being taken, it was decided by a majority of votes that 
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any assistance to such an obviously and painfully reprehensible 
war as the present one, ruinous to trade here, would be in- 
humane, and the more in that at the present time no just repre- 
sentations towards a pacification have yet been made to 
America, concerning which it was then decided expressly to 
to address a special petition to His Majesty the King, for the 
drawing up of which the City Council is to meet tomorrow. 

Today the session of Parliament was resumed. Lord George 
Germaine, the Secretary of State for American Affairs, who has 
recently become a widower, has asked for his discharge. But 
it is doubtful that it will be granted to him, both because of the 
difficulty of finding at the present time another capable person 
for such a now important place, and also for the sake of other 
reasons of a parliamentary nature. 

As for the rest... . 

Aleksey Musin-Pushkin 

Received February 3, 1778. 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Angliyey, 1778 g., d. 288, 11. 
5-8. Original.) 


#14. 
LS. Baryatinsky, the Minister in Paris, to LA. Osterman, the 
Vice-Chancellor, No. 17, February 26/March 8, 1778. 

... [Text in code} I had the honor to report to Your Excel- 
lency in No. 1,6 that Lamode Picquette had gone to sea with 
his squadron; he did originally sail out at that time. Then we 
learned that he went into the bay called Quiberon, lying below 
the city of L’Orient. It was then divulged here that he himself 
was sick, but that it must be expected hourly that he would pro- 
ceed with the assigned cruise. All of us here have remained of 
the opinion that already recently it had been gotten underway. 
Now, Gracious Sovereign, it is known unofficially that Lamode 
Picquette waited in Quiberon Bay in order to convoy all the 
ships with military supplies which are to proceed from L’Orient 
and Nantes and go on to America, in which number there are 
also some American ships. They are acting in such an obvious 
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way, as they give assurance, as a result of a treaty concluded 
with the Americans,’ which allegedly has already been really 
signed and delivered. Serving as evidence of this is the fact 
that already, upon the conclusion of the treaty, there followed 
the speech of General Washington, delivered by him to the 
American troops at the time of the entry into winter quarters, 
that France would soon announce openly the aid being given 
to America. That speech was published in a newspaper with the 
title of Courier de l'Europe, in No. 16 of December 17, from 
General Headquarters at Schylkill. This speech is a real one of 
General Washington, since before the newspaper, | saw it in 
the hands of one of the friends of Franklin, who had it from the 
latter himself. The main articles of the aforementioned treaty 
are allegedly substantially the following: first, that France rec- 
ognizes the Americans as independent; second, to have mutual 
trade; third, the Americans remain neutral if war breaks out 
between England and the Bourbon Courts, and that they will 
continue war against England only on their own behalf. More- 
over, allegedly the Americans included precisely that if there 
should be war in the future between England and the House of 
Bourbon, they will never fight against England. In connection 
with conversation on this matter they have made the judgment 
that France made a mistake in waiting a long time to do this, 
since she could have had more advantageous terms with the 
Americans if she had made up her mind on this in the month 
of July last: then the Americans would have protected them- 
selves with ties to France, and they would perforce have owed 
their independence to her assistance. Now, however, the Ameri- 
cans feel that they are winning freedom with their own re- 
sources, and they conclude, moreover, that France decided to 
move towards them only when she was accurately advised 
about the adventure of General Burgoyne. As to the factor of 
time, they think that the treaty mentioned must be announced 
in the month of next April; moreover, they say too that al- 
ready the plan of war with England has been made here. The 
Spaniards will operate in the Mediterranean Sea, and France, 
on the Ocean. 
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Privy Counselor Mr. Fonvizin arrived here a few days ago. 
As for the rest.... 
Prince Ivan Baryatinsky 
(AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Frantsiyey, 1778 g., d. 333, 11. 
74-77. Original.) 
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took place at Saratoga on October 17, 1777. This victory brought the Americans rich 
military trophies and more than six thousand prisoners. 

6. He has in mind a report to Vice Chancellor I. A. Osterman of January 4/15, 
1778, in which I. S. Baryatinsky reported that an order had been given concerning the 
departure from Brest of a French squadron composed of three ships and four frigates. 
AVPR, f. Snosheniya Rossii s Frantsiyey, 1778 g., d. 333, 11. 1-2. 

7. The Franco-American treaty of alliance was concluded on February 6, 1778. At 
the same time, a “treaty of friendship and trade” and a secret protocol, which foresaw 

the possibility of the adherence of Spain to the Franco-American alliance, were signed. 
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